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ABSTRACT OF FINDINGS

The Job Corps program has long been a central part of federal efforts to provide training for
disadvantaged youths. Because of the high costs of the program’s intensive services, which are
provided mainly in a residential setting, policymakers require information on the effectiveness of Job
Corps. This report presents the findings of the National Job Corps Study on short-term impacts of the
program on participants’ employment and related outcomes.

The comerstone of the National Job Corps Study was the random assignment of all youths found -
eligible for Job Corps to either a program group or a control group. Program group members could
enroll in Job Corps; control group members could not, but they could enroll in all other programs
available to them in their communities. We estimated impacts by comparing the experiences of the
program and control groups using data from periodic follow-up interviews. Findings on program
impacts over the first two and a half years after random assignment are summarized below. The-
findings presented here should be interpreted as short-term impacts, because the 30-month follow-up-
period includes a relatively short postenrollment period for some program group members who-
enrolled in Job Corps. Subsequent reports will analyze program impacts over a four-year period and
present a benefit-cost analysis based on the four-year results.

Job Corps provided extensive education, training, and other services to the program group.
Follow-up interviews show that 73 percent of the program group enrolled in Job Corps. The average
period of participation was eight months. Students received large amounts of academic classroom
instruction and vocational skills training. They also participated extensively in the primary Job Corps
activities outside the classroom.

Job Corps substantially increased the education and training services that eligible applicants
received, and it improved their educational attainment. On average, Job Corps increased the amount
of academic classroom instruction and vocational training that participants received (both in and out
of Job Corps) by about 1,000 hours, approximately the amount of instruction in a regular 10-month
school year. It also provided instruction that was more focused on vocational skills training than was
the instruction received elsewhere. Job Corps substantially increased the receipt of GED and
vocational certificates, but it had no effect on college attendance.

Job Corps generated positive employment and earnings impacts by the beginning of the third
year after random assignment. In the last quarter of the 30-month follow-up period, the gain in
average weekly earnings per participant was $18, or 11 percent. Positive impacts near the end of the
30-month follow-up period were found broadly across most subgroups of students. However, the
program provided greater gains, at least in the short term, for very young students, females with
children, and older youths who did not possess a high school credential at enrollment--all groups at
special risk of poor employment and earnings outcomes. Because of the substantial time participants
invested in their education and training, their earnings over the entire 30-month period were lower than
they would otherwise have been.

The residential and nonresidential programs were each effective for the youths they serve. For
those assigned to the residential component, short-term postprogram earnings and employment impacts
were positive overall. Impacts were similar for males, females with children, and females without
children. For those assigned to the nonresidential component, short-term earnings and employment
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impacts were substantial among females with children, but no impacts were evident for females
without children or for males. The beneficial impacts for nonresidential females with children suggest
that the nonresidential program allows Job Corps to serve a group who could not participate in the
residential program because of family responsibilities; it also provides them with higher-than-average
earnings gains. ‘

Job Corps significantly reduced youths’ involvement with the criminal justice system. The
arrest rate was reduced by 22 percent (about 6 percentage points). Reductions in the arrest rates were
largest during the first year after random assignment, when most program enrollees were in Job Corps,
but continued throughout the two-and-a-half-year follow-up period. Reductions occurred for all
categories of crimes, although they were slightly larger for less serious crimes. The impacts on arrest
rates were very similar across subgroups. Job Corps participation also reduced convictions and
incarcerations resulting from a conviction by more than 20 percent. '

Job Corps had small beneficial impacts on the receipt of public assistance and on self-assessed
health status, but it had no impacts on illegal drug use, family formation, or mobility. Overall,
program group members reported receiving about $300 less in benefits (across several public
assistance programs) than control group meémbers. Program group members were slightly less likely
than control group members to report their health as “poor” or “fair”--15 percent, compared to 18
percent. There were no differences in the reported use of alcohol and illegal drugs or in the use of
drug treatment services. Likewise, participation in Job Corps had no impacts on living with a partner,

_having a child, or the likelihood of living with or providing support for a child. Reflecting the fact that

most students returned to their home communities, Job Corps had no short-term effect on mobility
or the characteristics of the places in which the youths lived.

The positive impacts for 16- and 17-year-old youth are striking: (1) earnings gains per
participant were nearly 20 percent by the end of the follow-up period, (2) the percentage earning a high
school diploma or GED was up by 80 percent, and (3) arrest rates were reduced by 14 percent and
rates of incarceration for a conviction by 26 percent. While staff find this group difficult to deal with,
and while more of them leave Job Corps before completing their education and training than is the case
with older students, the youngest age group appears to benefit substantially from their program
experiences soon after they leave the program. It will be especially important to observe the time
trajectory of the impacts for this group over a longer period.

Longer-term followup will be critical for drawing policy conclusions about the impacts and
cost-effectiveness of Job Corps. The impacts on earnings that we observe starting in the third year
after random assignment are similar to what one would expect from participation in an intensive
education and training program that led to the equivalent of one additional year of schooling. The best
current estimates place the average lifetime returns to an additional year of schooling in the range of
five to eight percent. The short-term earnings gains from Job Corps are approximately 11 percent over
a very brief postprogram period. Observing whether these gains persist, increase, or decrease over a
longer follow-up period will be critical for forming a judgment about whether Job Corps is a good
investment for students and for the public.
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'EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Since 1964, the Job Corps program has been a central part of federal efforts to provide
employment assistance to disadvantaged youths between the ages of 16 and 24. Job Corps is an
intensive, comprehensive program whose major service components include academic education,
vocational training, residential 11v1ng, health care and health education, counseling, and job
placement assistance. These services are currently delivered at 119 Job Corps centers nationwide.
Most Job Corps students reside at Job Corps centers while training, although about 12 percent are
nonresidential students who live at home. Each year, Job Corps serves more than 60,000 new
enrollees and costs more than $1 billion. :

The National Job Corps Study, funded by the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL), was designed

to provide a thorough and rigorous assessment of the impacts of Job Corps on key participant

outcomes. The cornerstone of the study was the random assignment of all youth found eligible for
Job Corps to either a program group or a control group. Program group members were allowed to
enroll in Job Corps; control group members were not (although they could enroll in other training
or education programs)..

ThlS report presents estimates of the shon term impacts of Job Corps on participants’
employment and related outcomes during the 30 months after random assignment. The outcome
measures for the analysis were obtained from interview data.

The report answers the folloWing three research questions:

1. How effective is Job Corps overall at improving the employability of disadvantaged
participants in the short.term? Job Corps participation led to (1) increases of about
1,000 hours (or about one school year) in time spent in education and training; 2)
substantial increases in the attainment of GED and vocational certificates; (3) modest
short-term earnings gains by the beginning of the third year after random assignment
(resulting in an 11 percent gain in the last quarter of the 30-month period); (4)
reductions of about 20 percent in arrests, convictions, and incarcerations for convictions;
(5) small beneficial impacts on the receipt of public assistance and self-assessed health
status; and (6) no impacts on self-reported alcohol and illegal drug use, family
formation, or mobility.

2. Do Job Corps short-term impacts differ for youths with different characteristics?
Positive short-term gains were found broadly across most key subgroups defined by
youth characteristics at baseline. However, there is some evidence that impacts were
somewhat larger for youths who are at particular risk of poor labor market outcomes:
very young students, females with children at random assignment, and older youths who
did not possess a high school credential at random assignment.
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3. How effective are the residential and nonresidential components of Job Corps in the
short term? The residential program component was effective in the short term for
broad groups of students. Earnings and employment impacts late in the follow-up
period for those assigned to the residential component were positive overall, and they
were similar for residential males, females with children, and females without children.
The nonresidential component substantially improved short-term employment and
earnings of females with children, but it did not improve these outcomes for males or

for females without children.

The findings presented here should be interpreted as short-term program impacts, because the
30-month follow-up period includes a relatively short postenrollment period for some program group
members who enrolled in Job Corps. Program group participants reported staying in Job Corps for
an average of about eight months, and over one-quarter reported staying for more than one year.
Estimates of longer-term impacts based on 48-month follow-up interviews will be presented in a

. future report. A benefit-cost analysis to assess whether the benefits of Job Corps are commensurate

with the substantial public resources invested in it will also be conducted using the 48-month
interview data.

STUDY DESIGN

The results for the short-term impact analysis are based on a comparison of eligible program
applicants who were randomly assigned to a program group (who were offered the chance to enroll

in Job Corps) or to a control group (who were not). The key features of this experimental design are
as follows:

The impact evaluation is based on a fully national sample of eligible Job Corps applicants. .
With a few exceptions, the members of the program and control groups were randomly selected from
all youths who applied to Job Corps in the contiguous 48 states and the District of Columbia and
who were found eligible for the program.

Sample intake occurred between November 1994 and February 1996. All youths who
applied to Job Corps for the first time between November 1994 and December 1995, and were found
eligible for the program by the end of February 1996 were included in the study--a total of 80,883
eligible applicants.

During the sample intake period, 5,977 Job Corps-eligible applicants were randomly
selected to the control group. Approximately 1 eligible applicant in 14 (7 percent of 80,883
eligible applicants) was assigned to the control group. For both programmatic and research reasons,
the sampling rate to the control group differed somewhat across some youth subgroups. Thus,
sample weights were used in all analyses, so that the impact estimates could be generalized to the
intended study population.
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Control group members were not permitted to enroll in Job Corps for a period of three
years, although they were able to enroll in other programs available to them. Thus, the
outcomes of the control group represent the outcomes that the program group would have
experienced if they had not been given the opportunity to enroll in Job Corps. Because control group
members were allowed to enroll in other education and training programs, the comparisons of
program and control group outcomes represent the effects of Job Corps relative to other available
programs that the study population would enroll in if Job Corps were not an option. The impact
estimates do not represent the effect of the program relative to no education or training; mstead they
represent the incremental effect of Job Corps.

During the sample intake period, 9,409 eligible applicants were randomly selected to the
research sample as members of the program group.! Because random assignment occurred after
'youths were determined eligible for Job Corps (and not after they enrolled in Job Corps centers), the
program group includes youths who enrolled in Job Corps (about 73 percent of eligible applicants),
as well as those who did not enroll, the so-called “no-shows” (about- 27 percent of eligible
.applicants). Although the study’s research interest focuses on enrollees, all youths who were
randomly assigned, including those who did not enroll at a center, were included in the analysis to
preserve the benefits of the random assignment design. However, as discussed below, statistical
procedures were also used to estimate impacts for Job Corps participants only.

Job Corps staff implemented random assignment procedures well. Using program data on
all new center enrollees, we estimate that less than 0.6 percent of youths in the study population were
not randomly assigned. In addition, only 1.4 percent of control group members enrolled in Job
Corps before the end of the three-year period during which they were not supposed to enroll. Hence,
we believe that the research sample is representative of the youths in the intended study population
and that the bias in the impact estimates due to contamination of the control group is very small.

DATA SOURCES, OUTCOME MEASURES, AND ANALYTIC METHODS

The impact analysis used a variety of data sources, outcome measures, and analytic methods to
address the main study questions, as outlined next.

The analysis relied primarily on interview data covering the 30-month period after
random assignment. Follow-up interview data collected 12 and 30 months after random
assignment were used to construct outcome measures for the impact analysis. In addition, baseline
interview data, collected soon after random assignment, were used to create subgroups defined by
youth characteristics at random assignment, and to construct outcome measures that pertain to the
period between the random assignment and baseline interview dates.

Response rates to the baseline, 12-month, and 30-month interviews were fairly high and
were similar for program and control group members. The response rate was 95 percent to the

'The remaining 65,497 eligible applicants were randomly assigned to a program nonresearch
group. These youths were allowed to enroll in Job Corps but are not in the research sample.
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baseline interview, 90 percent to the 12-month follow-up interview, and 79 percent to the 30-month
interview. Response rates were similar across key subgroups. .

The primary sample used for the analysis includes those who completed 30-month
interviews. This sample contains 11,787 youths (7,311 program group members and 4,476 control
group members). About 96 percent of this sample also completed 12-month interviews.
Furthermore, baseline interview data are available for everyone in this sample, because all youths
completed either the full baseline interview or an abbreviated baseline interview in conjunction with
the 12-month interview. Thus, complete data are available for most of the analysis sample.

The study estimated impacts on the following outcome measures that we hypothesized
could be influenced by participation in Job Corps: (1) education and training, (2) employment
and earnings, and (3) nonlabor market outcomes. The nonlabor market outcomes include
welfare, crime, alcohol and illegal drug use, health, family formation, and mobility. In general,
outcome measures were defined over several periods after random assignment. We constructed
measures by quarter (to examine changes in impact estimates over time), for months 1 to 12 (a
period when many program group members were enrolled in Job Corps), for months. 13 to 24 (a
period of still significant but less intensive Job Corps participation), for months-25 to 30 (a
postprogram period for most program group members), and for the entire 30-month period.

We present estimates of Job Corps impacts per eligible applicant and per Job Corps
participant. The estimates of Job Corps impacts per eligible applicant were obtained by computing
differences in the distribution of outcomes between all program and control group members. This
approach yields unbiased estimates of the effect of Job Corps for those offered the opportunity to
enroll in the program. These impacts are pure experimental estimates, because random assignment
was performed at the point that applicants were determined to be eligible for the program.

The comparison of the outcomes of all program and control group members yields combined
impact estimates for the 73 percent of program group members who enrolled in Job Corps centers
and the 27 percent who did not. Policymakers, however, are more concerned with the effect of Job
Corps on those who enrolled in a center and received Job Corps services. This analysis is
complicated by the fact that we do not know which control group members would have shown up
at a center had they been in the program group. However, this complication can be overcome if we
assume that Job Corps has no impact on eligible applicants who do not enroll in centers. In this case,
the impact per participant can be obtained by dividing the impact per eligible applicant by the
proportion of program group members who enrolled in Job Corps (73 percent). We present
estimated impacts both per eligible applicant and per participant.

Impact estimates were obtained for key subgroups defined by youth characteristics at
baseline. The purpose of this subgroup analysis was to identify groups of Job Corps students who
benefit from program participation and those who do not, so that policymakers can improve program
services and target them appropriately. We estimated impacts of Job Corps on the following seven
sets of subgroups: (1) gender, (2) age at application to Job Corps, (3) educational attainment, (4)
presence of children for females, (5) arrest experience, (6) race and ethnicity, and (7) whether the
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youth applied to the program before or after new zero tolerance (ZT) policies took effect. Subgroup
impact estimates were obtained by comparing the distribution of outcomes of program and control
group members in that subgroup. For example, impacts for females were computed by comparing
the outcomes of females in the program and control groups.

We estimated separate impacts for those assigned to the residential and nonresidential
program components. These impacts were estimated using data on outreach and admission (OA)
counselor predictions as to whether sample members would be assigned to a residential or a

. nonresidential slot. As part of the application process, OA counselors filled in this information on

a special form developed for the study. The anticipated residential status information is available
for both program and control group members, because it was collected prior to fandom assignment.
Thus, the impacts of the residential component were estimated by comparing the distribution of
outcomes of program group members designated for a residential 'slot with those of control group
members designated for a residential slot. Similarly, the impacts of the nonresidential component
were estimated by comparing the experiences of program and control group members designated for
nonresidential slots. This analysis produced reliable estimates of program impacts for residential
and nonresidential students, because the anticipated residential status information is available for all
sample members, and because it matched actual residential status very closely for program group
members who enrolled in Job Corps. ‘

An important point about the interpretation of the impact findings for residents is that they tell
us about the effectiveness of the residential component for youths who are typically assigned to
residential slots. Similarly, the impact estimates for nonresidents tell us about the effectiveness of
the nonresidential component for youths who are typically assigned to nonresidential slots. The
results cannot necessarily be used to measure the effectiveness of each component for the average
Job Corps student. Nor can the results be used to assess how a youth in one component would fare
in the other one.

JOB CORPS EXPERIENCES

Job Corps staff have implemented a well-developed program model throughout the country (as
described in a separate process analysis report by Johnson et al. [1999]). To understand the impacts
that Job Corps had on the employment and related outcomes of participants, we must examine the

-Job Corps experiences of the program group. We can expect meaningful Job Corps impacts on key

outcomes only if program group members received substantial amounts of Job Corps services. Thus,
we examined whether program group members received services, and then gauged the intensity and

‘types of those services.

’In response to congressional concerns about the operation of the Job Corps program, and in
particular, about safety on center, new ZT policies for violence and drugs were instituted in March
1995--during the sample intake period for the study. The new policies were instituted to ensure full
and consistent implementation of existing policies for violence and drugs.
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Our results, which indicate that program group members received extensive Job Corps services,
can be summarized as follows: --

Most program group members enrolled in Job Corps. Of those assigned to the program
group, 73 percent reported enrolling in Job Corps within 30 months.

Participants typically enrolled very soon after random assignment. The average enrollee
waited 1.5 months, or just over six weeks, to be enrolled in a Job Corps center, although two-thirds-
of those who enrolled did so in the first month, and only 4 percent enrolled more than six months
after random assignment. '

Most participants stayed in Job Corps for a substantial period of time, although the period
of participation varied considerably. The average period of participation per enrollee was eight
months. About 28 percent of all enrollees participated less than three months, and n€arly a quarter -
participated for over a year. Because of this wide range in the duration of stay in'Job Corps
participants left Job Corps at different points during the follow-up period. :

Wide variations in the duration of participation in Job Corps resulted in a
correspondingly wide distribution in how much of the 30-month follow-up period was actually.
a postprogram period. The average postprogram period for enrollees was 20 months. However,
just over 15 percent of enrollees were out of Job Corps for less than one year, and almost 40 percent
of enrollees were out for more than two years. Because enrollees varied so much in the amount of
time observed after Job Corps, and because a substantial fraction had a short postprogram
observation period, the 30-month employment and earnings results described later in thlS report
should be interpreted as short-term impacts.

Most participation occurred during the first 24 months after random assignment; the final
six months of the 30-month period was a postprogram period for most participants (Figure 1).
Figure 1 shows the fraction of program group members (including the no-shows) who participated
in Job Corps during each quarter after random assignment. The participation rate declined from a
peak of 67 percent in the first quarter after random assignment to 22 percent in the fifth quarter
(beginning of the second year), and 5 percent in the ninth quarter (beginning of the third year). By
the end of the 30-month period, almost all participants had left Job Corps. Only 2 percent of the
program group (3 percent of enrollees) were in Job Corps in the final week of the 30-month follow-
up period.

Based on these broad patterns of participation, we interpret the period from quarters 1 to 4
(months 1 to 12) as largely an “in-program” period. The period from quarters 5 to 8 (months 13 to
24) was a period of transition, in which smaller yet still substantial fractions of the program group
were engaged in Job Corps training. The final two quarters (months 25 to 30) were a postprogram
period for most students. The use of these in-program, transition, and postprogram periods provides
a framework to help understand the time profiles of employment and earnings and related impacts.

Program group enrollees participated extensively in the core Job Corps activities. As the:

program design intends, a large majority of Job Corps participants (77 percent) received both
academic instruction and vocational training. About 83 percent of enrollees reported receiving

X)?l



FIGURE 1

JOB CORPS PARTICIPATION RATES FOR THE FULL PROGRAM GROUP,
BY QUARTER
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Source: 12-month and 30-month follow-up interviews.
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academic instruction,- and 89 percent received vocational training. The average enrollee reported
receiving over 1,000 hours of academic and vocational instruction (which is ‘approximately
equivalent to one year of classroom instruction in high school). Also, most enrollees participated
in the many socialization activities in' Job Corps, such as parenting education, health education,’
social skills, training, and cultural awareness classes. Many enrollees; however reported that they
did not receive job placement assistance from the program. -

- While many subgroups had different experiences.in Job Corps, the differences were small.
The mix of academic and vocational training a student received depended on whether the youth had
already received a high school credential (GED or diploma) before program entry. Students with
no credential generally took both academic instruction and’ vocational training. High school
graduates were more likely to focus on vocational training. Nonresidential students (especially
females with children) had somewhat lower enrollment rates than residential students. Once in Job
Corps, however, the residential and nonresidential students had similar amotints, types, and intensity
of training, as well as similar exposure to the other program components. The many other subgroup
differences were small, and overall each group’s experience was consistent with the conclusions
drawn above for the program group as a whole. However, the modest differences in the period of
participation across different subgroups may have contributed to some of the differences in impacts
for subgroups presented later in this report.

EDUCATION AND TRAINING

Job Corps provides intensive academic classroom instruction and vocational skills training to
increase the productivity and, hence, the future earnings, of program participants. The typical Job
Corps student stays in the program for an extended period (about eight months on average), and Job
Corps serves primarily students without a high school credential (about 80 percent of students do
not have a GED or high school diploma at program entry). Thus, it is likely that participation in Job
Corps increases the amount of education and training participants receive and improves the1r
educational levels relat1ve to what they would have been otherw1$e

An i‘mportan't part of the‘impact analysis is to describe the education and training experiences
of program and control group members, and to provide estimates of the impact of Job Corps on key
education and training outcomes during the 30 months after random assignment. We examine
education and training experiences of the program group, both in Job Corps and elsewhere, to
provide a complete picture of the services they received. The education and training experiences of
the control group are the counterfactual for the study, showing what education and training the
program- group would have engaged in had Job Corps not been available. The net-increase in
education and training due to Job Corps depends critically on what education and training the control
group received and what education and training the program group. received from other sources, as
well as from Job Corps. : '

Our main findings can be summarized as follows:

- Many control group members received substantial amounts of education and training.
More than 64 percent participated in an education or training program during the 30 months after
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random assignment. On average, - they received 637 hours of education and training, roughly
equlvalent to about half a year of high.school. Participation rates were highest in programs that
substitute for- Job Corps:.GED. programs (35 percent), high school (31 percent), and vocational,
technical, or trade schools (21 percent). . These high participation rates are not surprising, because
control group members demonstrated motivation to go to Job Corps, and thus had the motivation to
find other programs. S

_ It is notable that although high school participation rates were high, those who returned to high
school stayed there for an average of only about nine months. Because the typical sample member
without a high school credential at random assignment had completed less than grade 10, very few
control group members graduated from high school.

Job Corps substantially increased the education and training that program participants
received, despite the activity of the control group (Tables 1.and 2). Nearly 90 percent of the
program group engaged.in some education or training, compared to about 64 percent of the control
group (an impact of 25 percentage points per eligible applicant). Job Corps participants spent about
7.7 hours per week--1,001 hours in total--more in programs than they would have if they had not
enrolled in the program. This impact per participant corresponds to roughly one school year.

The program group also spent significantly more time in academic classes, and even more in
vocational training (Table 2). Program group members spent an average of 4.6 hours per week in
academic classes, as compared to 3.6 hours per week for the control group. The program group
typically received about four times more vocational training than the control group (4.5 hours per
week, compared to 1 hour per week).

The impacts on participation in education and training programs were concentrated in
the first six quarters (that is, 18 months) after random assignment (Figure 2). Impacts were
large during this period, because many program group members were enrolled in Job Corps then,
but decreased as program group members started leaving Job Corps. About 76 percent of program
group members were ever enrolled in an education or training program (including Job Corps and
other programs) during the first quarter after random assignment, compared to 29 percent of control
group members--an impact per eligible applicant of 47 percentage points. The impact on the
participation rate decreased to 22 percentage points in quarter 3 and 11 percentage points in quarter
5. The impact was about 3.5 percentage points in quarter 7 and was not statistically significant in
quarters 9 and 10.

Similar percentages of program and control group members were enrolled in education
and training programs toward the end of the 30-month period. For example, about 16 percent
of both research groups were enrolled in a program during the last week of the 30-month follow-up
period. This finding is important, because it suggests that impacts on employment and earnings late -
in the 30-month period were not affected by differences in school enrollment rates by research status.

3The participation rates in GED programs and hlgh school. per’tam to those who d1d not have a
GED or high school diploma at random assignment. :
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TABLE 1

IMPACTS ON PARTICIPATION AND TIME SPENT IN EDUCATION
AND TRAINING PROGRAMS

Estimated
, Impact per  Estimated
Program  Control Eligible - Impact per

Group Group - Applicant® - Participant®

Percentage Ever Enrolled in an
Education or Training Program
During the 30 Months After Random o : '
Assignment 89.7 64.4 25.4* 34.8*

Average Percentage of Weeks Ever - o
in Education or Training 31.7 20.8 10.9* 14.9*
Average Hours per Week Ever in S
Education or Training 10.6 4.9 5.6% . 7.7*
Sample Size 7311 4476 11,787

SOURCE: 12- and 30-month follow-up interview data.

*Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the dlfference between the we1ghted
means for program and control group members. -

*Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible f
applicant divided by the proportion of program group members who enrolled in Job-Corps. [

*Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
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TABLE 2

IMPACTS ON PARTICIPATION AND TIME SPENT IN ACADEMIC
CLASSES AND VOCATIONAL TRAINING

Estimated
Impact per Estimated
Program  Control Eligible Impact per
Group Group Applicant®  Participant®

Percentage Ever Took Academic

Classes During the 30 Months

After Random Assignment 79.5 54.6 24.9* 34.1* -
~ Average Hours per Week Ever in ’ ,
~ Academic Classes 4.6 3.6 1.0* 1.4*
| Percéntage Ever Took Vocational : ?
~ Training , 71.5 20.9 50.6* 69.4*

Average Hours per Week Ever

Received Vocational Training 45 1.0 3.5% 4.8%

Sample Size* 3262 2,039 5,301 .

SOURCE: 12- and 30-month follow-up interview data.

“Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted
means for program and control group members.

*Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible
applicant divided by the proportion of program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. }

“The sample consists of only those whose 30-month interview took place after April 1998,
~ because of an error in the 30-month interview’s skip logic before then.

*Signiﬁcantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
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FIGURE2 .-

PARTICIPATION RATES IN EDUCATION AND TRAINING PROGRAMS
' BY QUARTER

Percentage Ever in Education or Training in Quarter

70

- 60

50

40

30 ~
20 Group
10
0
1* 2% 3* 4* 5* 6* 7* 8 . 9 10

Quarter After Random Assignment
Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews.

*Difference between the mean outcome for program and control group members is statistically
significant at the 5 percent level. This dlfference is the estimated 1mpact per eligible applicant.
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Control group members spent more time than program group members in programs other
than Job Corps, although the differences were smaller than anticipated (Figure 3).- About 64
percent of control group members enrolled in a program other than Job Corps during the 30-month
period, compared to 54 percent of program group members. The differences in participation rates
in programs that substitute for Job Corps (high school, GED programs, vocational schools, and ABE
and ESL programs) are statistically 51gn1ﬁcant There were no differences in enrollment rates in
two- or four-year colleges.*

While impacts on participation in alternative programs are statistically significant, they were
smaller than expected. Program group members made considerable use of these same programs,
which increased impacts on education and training and reduced the offset to Job Corps program
costs.

Job Corps participation led to substantial increases in the receipt of GED and vocational
certificates, but it led to slight reductions in the attainment of a high school diploma (Figure 4).
Job Corps had large effects on the receipt of certificates that it emphasizes. Among those without
a high school credential at random assignment, about 35 percent of program group members (and
40 percent of program group participants) obtained a GED during the 30-month period, compared
to only 17 percent. of control group members (an impact of 18 percentage points per eligible
applicant). Similarly, about 28 percent of program group members (and 35 percent of Job Corps
participants) reported receiving a vocational certificate, compared to about 8 percent of control group
members (an impact of 20 percentage points).

Among those without a credential at baseline, a slightly higher percentage of control group
members than program group members obtained a high school diploma (5.8 percent, compared to
4.3 percent). As noted above, although many of the younger control group members attended high
school, most of those in high school did not complete it, because they attended high school for an
average of only about nine months.

At 30 months after random assignment, college attendance and completion had not been
affected (Figures 3 and 4). About9 percent of each research group attended a two-year college,
and about 2 percent attended a four- -year college. Less than 1 percent obtained a two- or four-year
college degree.

“Impacts on education and training were large across all subgroups defined by youth
characteristics. Impacts on total time spent in programs and on the attainment of a GED (among
those without a high school credential at baseline) or vocational certificate were very large and
statistically significant for all key subgroups. However, the pattern of impacts across subgroups
defined by age at application to Job Corps exhibited some differences. There were no impacts on

‘About 18 percent of Job Corps participants attended an education or training program during
the follow-up period before they enrolled in Job Corps (that is, between their random assignment and
Job Corps enrollment dates). Not surprisingly, most of this activity was high school attendance.
About 40 percent of Job Corps participants enrolled in an education or training program after leaving
Job Corps. About 62 percent of the no-shows enrolled in a program during the 30-month period.
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FIGURE 4

DEGREES, DIPLOMAS, AND CERTIFICATES RECEIVED

Percentage Ever Received Credential

39.2
40 34.9
279
8.3
43 >° |
I 05 07
GED or GED™* High School =~ Vocational =~ Two-Year or
High School Diplomd*  Certificate* Four-Year

Diploma™* “Degree

@l Program Group = [JControl Group

Source: Baseline, 12-Month, and 30-Month Follow-up Interviews.

~ ®Figures pertain to those who did not have a high school credential at random assignment.

*Difference between the mean outcome for program and control group members is statistically
significant at the 5 percent level. This difference is the estimated impact per eligible applicant.
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hours in academic classes for those 16 and 17, because nearly half of all control group members
who were 16 and 17 attended academic classes in high school. However, large impacts were found
on hours spent in academic classes for the older youth and on hours spent in vocational training for
all age groups.

Of particular note, impacts were similar for those assigned to the residential and nonresidential
components. This is consistent with findings from the process analysis (Johnson et al. 1999) that
nonresidential students are fully integrated into the academic and vocational components of Job
Corps.

EMPLOYMENT AND EARNINGS

We have seen that Job Corps participation leads to large impacts on time spent in academic
classes and vocational training and on the attainment of GED and vocational certificates. These
large impacts could increase participants’ skill levels and, hence, their labor market productivity.
This increased productivity may in turn enhance the time spent employed earnings, wage rates, and
fringe benefits of former participants.

We expect negative impacts on participants’ employment and earnings during the period of
enrollment, because some would have held jobs if they had not gone to Job Corps. However,
because of improvements in participants’ skills, we expect positive impacts on employment and
earnings after they leave the program and after a period of readjustment. In light of the variation in
the duration of program participation and the period of readjustment, it is dlfﬁcult to predict when
positive impacts will emerge.

A sumfnary of our findings is as follows:

Job Corps generated positive earnings impacts by two years after random assignment
(Figure 5 and Table 3). As expected, the earnings of the control group were larger than those of
the program group early in the follow-up period, because many. program group members were
enrolled in Job Corps then. It took about two years from random assignment for the earnings of the
program group to overtake those of the control group. By the tenth quarter (that is, months 28 to 30)
after random assignment, average weekly earnings for program group members were $13 higher than
for control group members ($181, compared to $168). The estimated impact per Job Corps
participant was $18, which translates into an 11 percent gain in average weekly earnings due to
program participation. These quarter 10 impacts are statistically significant at the 1 percent
significance level. In addition, the positive earnings impacts were increasing slightly during the later
months of the 30-month observation period (that is, between quarters 8 and 10).

The earnings gains of participants that emerged after 24 months were not large enough to offset
earnings losses while they were in the program. Over the whole period, Job Corps participants
earned about $10 per week (or $1,300 overall) less than they would have if they had not enrolled in
Job Corps. This impact is statistically significant and translates into an 8 percent reduction in
earnings for the average participant over the first two and a half years after being determined eligible
for Job Corps.
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- FIGURE 5

AVERAGE EARNINGS PER WEEK, BY QUARTER

'2-00 Average Earnings per Week in Quarter (in 1998 dollars)

Program
Group
. M === Control
150 = Group
100
50
0 N
1* 2* 3* 4* 5* 6 7 - 8* 9* 10*

Quarter After Random Assignment
Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews. - .

*Difference between the mean outcome for-program and control group members is statistically
-significant at the 5 percent-level. This difference is the estimated impact per eligible applicant.
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TABLE 3

IMPACTS ON EARNINGS, EMPLOYMENT RATES, AND TIME EMPLOYED
IN QUARTERS 8 TO 10

Estimated
Impact per  Estimated
Program  Control Eligible Impact per
Group Group  Applicant® Participant’

*Signiﬁcantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.

Average Earnings per Week, by
Quarter After Random Assignment

8 161.9 153.9 8.0* 10.9*
9 174.1 163.8 10.3* - 14.1*
10 : : 180.6 167.7 12.9* 17.7*

R S S AN R LR Py SRS RIS S0

Percentage Employed, by Quarter

8 59.9 58.4 1.6* 2.1* ;
9 63.8 62.4 1.4 2.0 .
10 66.9 64.8 2.1* 2.8*

RS

Average Percentage of Weeks

Employed, by Quarter .
8 49.9 49.5 0.4 .06 B
9 53.2 52.5 0.7 1.0 %
10 55.7 53.8 1.9* 2.6* _

Average Hours Employed per Week,

by Quarter : ‘ ;;
8 22.5 22.1 0.4 0.5 .
9 : 23.9 23.3 0.6 0.8
10 24.8 23.7 1.0* 1.4*

Sample Size 7,311 4,476 11,787

SRR

SOURCE: 12- and 30-month follow-up interview data.

*Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted
means for program and control group members.

*Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible
applicant divided by the proportion of program group members who enrolled in Job Corps.
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Job Corps had small but statistically significant impacts on the employment rate and time
spent employed late in the follow-up period (Figure 6 and Table 3). The impacts on the
employment-related measures were negative during the in-program period, but they became positive
in quarter 8. In quarter 10, the impact on the employment rate was about 2 percentage points per
eligible applicant (67 percent for the program group, compared to 65 percent for the control group).
The quarter 10 impact on hours employed per week was 1 hour per eligible applicant (25 hours for

the program group, compared to 24 hours for the control group).

The earnings gains late in the period were due to a combination of greater hours of work
and higher earnings per hour. Program group members earned about $8 more per week in quarter
10 than control group members because they worked more hours, and they earned about $5 more per
week because they had higher earnings per hour. These gains sum to the $13 impact on earnings per
week in quarter 10.

Program group members secured higher-paying jobs with slightly more benefits in
quarter 10. These findings suggest that Job Corps increases participants’ skill levels and, hence,

‘productivity. In the most recent job in quarter 10, the average hourly wage rate was $0.25 higher

for the employed program group than for the employed control group ($7.07 as compared to $6.82),

-although job tenure was typically shorter for the employed program group. Furthermore, the wage

gains were similar across broad occupational categories, although similar percentages of program

and control group members worked in each occupational area.

Employed program group members were slightly more likely to hold jobs that offered fringe
benefits: For example, about 41 percent of the employed program group were offered retirement or
pension benefits, compared to 38 percent of the employed control group (a statistically significant
increase of 3 percentage points, or about 8 percent). Similarly, about 50 percent of the employed
program group were offered health insurance, compared to 48 percent of the control group.

Impacts near the end of the 30-month follow-up period were somewhat larger for youths
who are at particular risk of poer labor market outcomes. Positive short-term gains were found
broadly across most key subgroups defined by youth characteristics at baseline. However, there is
some evidence that impacts were larger for very young students, females with children at random
assignment, and older youths who did not possess a high school credential at random assignment.
While the impact per participant on earnings per week in quarter 10 was $18 for the full sample (an
11 percent gain), it was $26 for those 16 and 17 (a 19 percent gain), $30 for females with children
(a 24 percent gain), and $36 for 20- to 24-year-old students without a high school credential (a 22
percent gain).

The residential program component was effective in the short term for broad groups of
students. Eamnings and employment impacts in quarter 10 for those assigned to the residential
component were positive overall, and they were similar for residential males, females with children,
and females without children.

The nonresidential component substantially improved short-term employment and
earnings of females with children, but it did not improve these outcomes for males or for
females without children. For females with children, participation in the nonresidential component

xliii
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- FIGURE 6

EMPLOYMENT RATES, BY QUARTER

Percentage Ever Employed in Quarter

70
Control

60 GI'OUD o’ S
50 —

/ Program
40 Group’
30
20
10

1* 2* 3* 4* 5* 6* 7 8 9 10*

'Quarter_ After Random Assignmént |

Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews.

*Difference between the mean outcome for program and control group members is statistically
significant at the 5 percent level. This difference is the estimated impact per eligible applicant.
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improved earnings per week in quarter 10 by more than $45--an increase of 37.5 percent. The
estimated impacts on earnings for males and females without ch11dren were small and not
statistically significant.

We emphasize again that the impact findings by residential status should be interpreted with
caution. As discussed, our estimates provide information about the effectiveness of each component
for the populations it serves. The estimates cannot be used to assess how a youth in one component
would fare in the other one, or how effective each component would be for the average Job Corps
student. This is because the characteristics of residents differ from those of nonresidents in ways that
can affect outcomes.

WELFARE, CRIME, ILLEGAL DRUG USE, AND OTHER OUTCOMES

The study examines the impacts of Job Corps on several additional outcomes to help assess
whether the program achieves its goals of helping students become more responsible and productive
citizens. This section reports on impacts on welfare dependence; involvement with the criminal
Justice system; use of tobacco, alcohol, and illegal drugs; the overall health of participants; the
likelihood of bearing or fathering children while unmarried; custodial responsibility; the likelihood
of forming stable, long-term relationships; and mobility.

Our main results are as follows:

Job Corps participation reduced the receipt of public assistance benefits (Table 4).
Ovérall, program group members reported receiving about $300 less in benefits (across several
pubhc assistance programs) than control group members, and this impact is statistically significant.
The estimated program impacts on the receipt of individual types of assistance were small and in
many cases not statistically significant. The number of months receiving AFDC/TANF benefits
differed by just 0.2 months (3.5 months for the program group and.3.7 for the control group).
Control group members received food stamps for slightly more months on average than program
group members (4.6 months as compared to 4.2 months). Impacts on the receipt of GA, SSI, and
WIC benefits and on the likelihood of being covered by public health insurance were small.” -

Contrary to our expectations that reductions in welfare benefits would be concentrated during
the in-program period, when students’ material needs were met by the program, the reductions in
benefit receipt were fairly uniform across the 30-month follow-up period. To some extent, this
reflects different time patterns of the impacts for different groups. The benefit reductions for males
were uniform throughout the follow-up period. For females without children at baseline, benefit
reductions were largest early in the follow-up period and then declined to nearly zero. In contrast,
the benefit reductions for females with children at baseline, most of whom were nonresidential
students, were negligible during the in-program period, when welfare helped support the participant
and her child, but became larger during the postprogram period, when earnings also increased.

Job Corps participation significantly reduced arrest and conviction rates, as well as time
spent in jail (Table 4). About 27.7 percent of control group members were arrested during the 30-
month follow-up period, compared to 23.3 percent of program group members (a statistically
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TABLE 4

IMPACTS ON KEY PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AND CRIME OUTCOMES

R R B R O R I A SSRGS TN

Estimated
Impact per Estimated
Program Control Eligible Impact per
Group Group Applicant® Participant®
Average Amount of Benefits Received, by
Period (in Dollars)
All months - ' : 2,451.7 2,761.1 -309.5* -424.5*% -
Months 1 to 12 . 1,044.2 1,167.5 -123.3* -169.2*
Months 13 to 24 : 935.4 1,052.7 -117.3* -160.9*
Months 25030 1460.7 519.7 -59.0* -80.9*
Percentage Arrested or Charged with a
Delinquency or Criminal Complaint, by
Period
All months 23.3 27.7 -4.4% -6.1*
Months 1 to 12 11.6 14.5 -2.9* ) -4.0*
Months 13 to 24 113 12.1 -0.8 -1.1
Months 25 to 30 7.6 89 -1.3* -1.7*
Percentage Convicted, Pled Guilty, or
Adjudged Delinquent During the 30 . _
Months After Random Assignment 170 20.5 -3.5* -4.8*
Percentage Served Time in Jail for
Convictions During the 30-Month Period 11.3 14.0 -2.8* -3.8*
Average Weeks in Jail for Convictions
During the 30-Month Period 2.5 3.1 -0.6* -0.8*
Sample Size 7,311 4,476 11,787

SOURCE:  12- and 30-month ‘fol'lo_w-up interview data.

*Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the welghted means for program
and control group members.

*Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible appliéant divided
by the proportion of program group members who enrolled in Job Corps.

“Benefits include AFDC/TANF, food stamps, SSI/SSA, and General Assistance.

*Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
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significant impact of -4.4 percentage points per eligible applicant). The impact per participant was
-6.1 percentage points, which translates to a 22 percent reduction in the arrest rate due to program
participation. Reductions in the arrest rates were largest during the first year after random
assignment (when most program enrollees were in Job Corps). Interestingly, however, arrest
reductions were also statistically significant during the later months of the follow-up period, after
most youths had left Job Corps.

Program group members were less likely to have arrest charges for all categories of crimes.
However, reductions were slightly larger for less serious crimes (such as disorderly conduct and
trespassing). '

Job Corps participation also reduced convictions and incarcerations resulting from a conviction.
Nearly 21 percent of control group members were ever convicted during the follow-up period,
compared to 17 percent of program group members. Similarly, Job Corps reduced the percentage
incarcerated for convictions by 3 percentage points (from 14 percent to 11 percent) and the average
time spent in jail by about 4 days.

Although the level of criminal activity differed substantially across youth subgroups, the
impacts on crime outcomes were very similar (in particular, by gender and age). We find some
differences, however, in crime impacts by residential status. Job Corps reduced arrest rates for male
residents, female residents, and female nonresidents. However, impacts were smaller for male
nonresidents.

Job Corps had no impacts on the self-reported use of tobacco, alcohol, and illegal drugs.
This finding applied for the full sample and for key subgroups. Job Corps also had little effect on
time spent in drug treatment.

Job Corps participation improved participants’ perceived health status. At each interview,
about 18 percent of the control group and 15 percent of the program group said their health was
“poor” or “fair.”

Job Corps had no impacts on family formation, either for the full sample or for youth
subgroups. About 25 percent of those in both the program and control groups had a child during
the follow-up period (32 percent of females and 19 percent of males), and about 85 percent of
children were born out of wedlock. About one-quarter of each group was living with a partner at the
30-month interview. Less than 40 percent of male parents in each group were living with all their
children, but about 80 percent of male parents were providing support for noncustodial children.

Job Corps had no impact on mobility. The distance between the zip codes of residence at
application to Job Corps and at the 30-month interview was less than 10 miles for about three-
quarters of both research groups. Furthermore, the average characteristics of the counties of
residence at 30 months were similar for program and control group members, and they were similar
to the average county characteristics of residence at the time the youths applied to Job Corps.
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CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS

Job Corps proi'ided partiucipants with the instructional equivalent of one additional year

in school. Enrollees reported receiving extensive Job Corps services. Overall, they received an

average of about 1,000 hours of academic classroom instruction and vocational training that they
would not have received otherwise. This is approximately the hours of instruction delivered in a
typical school year. These impacts on education and training could have led to the postprogram
earnings gains we observed.

Of course, Job Corps also provides other services that could have contributed to the postprogram
earnings gains. It provides a residential living program, health care, and a broad range of services
designed to help youth who have not succeeded in school to become productive young adults. Many
staff and observers of the program believe that the distinctive residential component of Job Corps
is a key ingredient, both because the residential component is necessary for delivering effective
academic and vocational instruction and because the experience of living in a community committed
to learning has intrinsic benefits apart from the formal education and training that Job Corps
provides. Because of the comprehensive nature of Job Corps, it is not possible to determine the
relative contributions of the different parts of the program to the beneficial short-term impacts that
we find. However, viewing Job Corps as providing an additional year of schooling offers a way to
place the short-term earnings impacts into perspective.

Earnings gains observed early in the third year after random assignment are
commensurate with what would be expected from an additional year of school. Economists
have long been concerned about the returns to schooling. They pose the question: how much
difference does an additional year of schooling make in the lifetime earnings of an individual? The
answers they have developed over the last two decades provide an important perspective on the
study’s short-term findings. .

Studies of the average returns to a year of schooling consistently find that a year of schooling
increases earnings over a worker s lifetime by 5 to 8 percent. Measured in hours spent in academic
classes and vocational training, Job Corps provided roughly the equivalent of a year of additional
schooling per participant. In this context, the 11 percent earnings gains per participant observed near
the end of the 30-month period are in line with what one would expect from an intensive education
and training program that serves primarily school-aged youth. Observing whether these modest
gains persist, increase, or decrease over a longer follow-up period will be critical for forming a
judgment about whether Job Corps is a good investment for students and for the public.

The residential and nonresidential programs serve different groups of students, and each
is effective for the groups it serves. Impacts on earnings for residential students were positive near
the end of the follow-up period for most groups. Short-term earnings impacts for nonresidential
students were also positive overall. Yet it is not appropriate to conclude that the residential
component could be abolished and everyone served just as well in the nonresidential component.
Indeed, our findings point to the opposite conclusion. The nonresidential component appears to
provide positive benefits for females with children, but not for males or for females with no children.
Thus the nonresidential program provides an avenue of participation in Job Corps--and
commensurate earnings gains--for a group who would be unable to participate in the residential Job
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Corps program because of family responsibilities. The finding that males and females without
children who participate in the nonresidential component derive no net benefit over and above the
benefit they can get from the many other education and trammg opportunities available in the
community appears very consistent with the finding on youth from the National JTPA Study.’

Most subgroups of students benefited from Job Corps. Positive short-term eamnings gains
were observed for most groups, including those defined by gender, age, race and ethnicity, arrest
experience, and whether the youth applied to the program before or after the new ZT policies took
effect. Thus, overall positive impacts were not due to the experiences of a particular group but were
widespread throughout-the population that the program serves. Nevertheless, the impacts for several
particularly vulnerable or difficult-to-serve groups are especially noteworthy.

The positive impacts for 16- and 17-year-old youth are striking. For this group: (1) earnings
gains per participant were nearly 20 percent by the end of the follow-up period, (2) the percentage
earning a high school diploma or GED was up by 80 percent, and (3) arrest rates were reduced by
14 percent and rates of incarceration for a conviction were reduced by 26 percent. Indeed, the
average total eamnings of 16- and 17-year-old participants over the entire 30-month period were
higher than they would have been had they not participated in Job Corps (although the impact is not
statistically significant). While staff find this group difficult to deal with, and while more of them
leave Job Corps before completing their education and training than do older students, the youngest
age group appears to benefit substantially from their program experiences soon after they leave the
program. It will be especially important to observe the time trajectory of the impacts for this group
over a longer period.

Among older students, the greatest earnings gains were among those who lacked a high
school credential. We speculate that these students benefited from what Job Corps offers: a highly
structured environment and intensive instruction in academic subjects and in a trade. Older students
who were better prepared academically did well in Job Corps, but they were also more likely to do
well in other education and training settings and the workplace. Consequently, Job Corps was less
able to raise their employment and earnings. Of course, we need to wait for longer-term impacts to
be confident that short-term gains of older students were not lower solely because it took longer for
the benefits of their participation to become apparent. '

Females with children at the time of enrollment enjoyed significant earnings gains and
modest reductions in welfare receipt. As noted, most young women with children enrolled in Job
Corps as nonresidential students, because child-rearing responsibilities required that they live at
home. However, these young women received similar amounts of academic classroom instruction
and vocational training as other students, despite living at home, and enjoyed higher-than-average
increases in their earnings near the end of the 30-month follow-up period.

30rr, L., H. Bloom, S. Bell, F. Doolittle, W. Lin, and G. Cave. Does Training for the
Disadvantaged Work? Evidence from the National JTPA Study. Washington DC: Urban Institute
Press, 1996.
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I. INTRODUCTION. . .

Job lCorpsl piays a central r(')l.e. iﬁ federél effoﬁé to. pro{/ide ‘ ._emblo.ym.ent. assist;nce to'
disadvantaged youths ages 16 to 24. The program’s goal is to help disadvantaéed yoﬁths becorhe
“more responsible, employable, and productive citizens” by providing comprehensive services,
including basic education, vocational skills training, counseling, and residential support. Each year,
Job Corps serves more than 60,000 new enrollees and costs more than $1 billion.

The National Job Corps Study, funded by the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL), was designed
to provide information about the effectiveness of Job Corps in attaining it goal.! The cornerstone
of the study was the random assignment of all youths found eligible for Job Corps to either a
program group or a control group. Program group members were permitted to enroll in Job Corps,
and control group members were not (although they could enroll in other training or education
programs). The research sample for the study consists of approximately 9,400 program group
members and 6,000 control group members randomly selected from among nearly 81,000 eligible
applicants nationwide. Sample intake occurred between November 1994 and February 1996.

This report presents estimates of the short-term impacts of Job Corps on participants’
employment and related outcomes during the 30 months after random assignment. The report
addresses the following research questions:

* How effective is Job Corps overall at improving the employability of disadvantaged

participants in the short term?

* Do Job Corps short-term impacts differ for youths with different characteristics?

'The study is being conducted by Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. (MPR) and its
subcontractors, Battelle Memorial Institute and Decision Information Resources, Inc.



In conclusion, the 48-month interview data will be used to assess whether the beneficial
employment, earnings, and related impacts that we have found in the short term, and the pattern of
impacts across subgroups, persisted past the 30-month point. This future analysis will provide a
more complete answer to the question of whether Job Corps is a worthwhile investment for the
students who devote an average of eight months to the program, and for the broader society that
supports their efforts. '
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« How effective are the residential ‘and nonresidential components of Job Corps in the

short term?

To examine these questions, we estimated the impact of Job Corps on key outcome measures
by comparing the distribution of outcomes of program and control group members, for the full
sample and for key subgroups. The outcome measures for the analysis were constructed using
follow-up survey data collected 12 and 30 months after random assignment, and key subgroups were
defined using baseline interview and program intake data.

The findings presented here should be interpreted as short-term program impacts, because the
30-month follow-up period includes a relatively short postenrollment period for some program group
members who enrolled in Job Corps. Program group participants reported staying in Job Corps an
average of about eight months, and more than a fourth stayed for longer than one year. A future
report will present estimates of longer-term impacts based on 48-rﬁonth follow-up interviews.

The rest of the report begins in Chapter II with an overview of the Job Corps program and the
National Job Corps Study (with a focus on the design of the impact study). Chapter III describes
data sources, outcome measures, and analytic methods used for the analysis. Chapter IV provides
a brief summary of the Job Corps experiences of those in the program group. These three chapters
provide important background -and contextual information to aid in the interpretation of study
findings. Chapters V, VI, and VII present short-term impact estimates on the following categories
of outcome measures that we hypothesized could be influenced by participation in Job Corps: (1)
education and training; (2) employment, earnings, and job characteristics; and (3) nonlabor market
outcomes, including the receipt of public;lssistance and other sources of income; criminal activities;

tobacco, alcohol, and illegal drug use; and health, family formation, and mobility.



II. OVERVIEW OF JOB CORPS AND THE NATIONAL JOB CORPS STUDY

Job Corps is an intensive and comprehensive program whose goal is to help disadvantaged
youths become “more responsible, employable, and productive citizens.” The.first part of this
chapter summarizes the operational structure of Job Corps, key program elements, and the
characteristics of youths who apply for the program and are determined to be eligible. The second
part of the chapter provides an overview of the National Job Corps Study, including the primary
research questions and the main study features that are being employed to assess the effectiveness

of Job Corps. The focus of this section is to describe the study design for the impact analysis.

A. OVERVIEW OF JOB CORPS

The Job Corps program, established by the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, operates under
provisions of the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) of 1982." The operational structure of Job
Clorps is complex, with multiple levels of administrative accountability, several distinct program
components, and numerous contractors and subcontractors. The U.S. Department of Labor (DOL)
administers Job Corps through a national office and nine regional offices. The national office
establishes policy aﬁd requirements, develops curricula, and oversees major program initiatives. The
regional offices procure ahd administer contracts and perform oversight activities, such as reviews
of center performance.

Through its regional'ofﬁces, DOL uses a competitive bidding process to contract out center
operations, recruiting and screening of new students, and placement of students into jobs and other

educational opportunities after they leave the program. At the time of the study, 80 centers were

'Beginning in July 2000, Job Corps will operate under provisions of the Workforce Investment
Act (WIA) of 1998. :
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operated under such contracts. In addition, the U.S. Departments'of Agriculture and of the Interidr
operated 30 centers, called Civilian Conservation Centers (CCCs), under ihteragency agreements
with DOL. Figure II.1 shows the location of the 105 Job Corps centers in the contiguous 48 states
and the District of Columbia that were in operation at the time our program group members were
enrolled, and displays the nine Job Corps regions.?? ‘

Next, we briefly outline the roles of the three main program elements and then highlight key.
characteristics of youths served by the program. The section concludes with a discussion of major
policy changes that occurred during the study period. The process analysis report for the evaluation

provides more details on these topics (Johnson et al. 1999).

1. Outreach and Admissions

Outreach and admissions (OA) agencies conduct recruitment and screening for Job Corps. OA
agencies include private nonprofit firms, private for-profit firms, state employment aéencies, and
the centers themselves. These agencies provide information to the public through outreach activities
(for example, by plécing advertisements and making presentations' at schools), screen youths to
ensure'that they meet the eligibility criteria, assign youths tol ».centers (when th; ;egional ofﬁce

delegates this function), and arrange for transportation to centers.

2. Job Corps Center Services

Job Corps is a comprehensive and intensive program. Its major components include basic
education, vocational training, residential living (including training in social skills), health care and
education, counseling, and job placement assistance. Services in each of these components are

tailored to each participant.

In total, there were 110 centers in operétion, including the five centers in Alaska, Hawaii, and
Puerto Rico.

*There are currently 119 centers in operation.

4
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Education. The goal of the education component is to enable students to learn as fast as their
individual abilities permit. Education programs in Job Corps are individualized and self-paced, and
they operate on-an open-entry and open-exit basis. The programs include remedial education
(emphasizing reading and mathematics), world of work (including consumer education), driver
education, home and family living, health education, programs designed for those whose primary
language is not English, and a General Educational Development (GED) program of high school
equivalency for academically qualified students. About one-fourth of the centers can grant state-
recognized high school diplomas.

Vocational Training. The vocational training programs at Job Corps, like the education
component, are individualized and self-paced and operate on an open-entry and open-exit basis.
Each Job Corps center offers training in several vocations, typically including business and clerical,
health, construction, culinary arts, and building and apartment maintenance. National labor and
business organizations provide vocational training at many centers through contracts with the Job
Corps national office.

Residential Liv.ing. Residential living is the component that distinguishes Job Corps from
other publicly funded employment and training programs. The idea behind residential living is thét,
because most participants come frOIﬁ disadvantaged envirohments, they require new, more
supportive surroundings to derive the maximum benefits from education and vocational training.
All students must participate in formal social skills training. The residential living component also
includes meals, dormitory life, entertainment, sports and recreation, center government, center
maintenance, and other related activities. Historically, regulations had limited the number of

nonresidential students to 10 percent, but Congress raised that limit to 20 percent in 1993.

9
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Health Care and Education. Job Corps centers offer comprehensive health services to both
residential and nonresidential students. Services include medical examinations and treatment;
biochemical tests for drug use, sexually transmitted diseases, and prégnancy; immunizations; dental
examinations and treatment; counseling for emotional and other mental health problems; and
instruction in basic hygiene, preventive medicine, and self-care. -

: Co‘unseling and Other Ancillary Services. Job Corps centers provide counselors and
residential advisers. These staff help students plan their educational and vocational curricula, offer
‘motivation, and create a supportive environment. Support services are also provided during
recruitment, placement, and the transition to regular life and jobs following participation in Job

Corps.

3. Placement

The final step in the Job Corps program is placement, which helps students find jobs in training-
related occupations with prospects for loné-term employment and advancement. P.lacement
contractors may be state employment offices or private contractors, and sometime_s the centers
themselves perform placement activities. Placement agencies help students find jobs by providing
assistance with interviewing and resume writing and services for jéb develoﬁme;lt and referral. They
are also responsible for distributing the readjustment allowance; a stipend students receive after

-leaving Job Corps.

4. Characteristics of Youths Served by Job Corps
To participate in Job Corps, youths must be legal U.S. residents ages 16 to 24. Males 18 or
older must be registered with the Selective Service Board, and minors must have the consent of a

parent or guardian. Youths must also be disadvantaged (defined as living in a household that
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receives welfare or has income below the poverty level) and living in a debilitating environment that
substantially impairs prospects for participating in other programs. Youths must need additionall
education, training, and job skills and possess the capacity and aspirations to benefit from Job Corps.
They must also be free of serious behavior and medical probléms, and they must have arranged for
adequate child care (if necessary) when they participate in Job Corps.

The detailed information from the study’s béseline interview provides insights about the
backgrounds of eligible Job Corps applicants (Schochet 1998a). Most eligible applicants are male
(60 percent), and most are less than 20 years old (40 percent are 16 or 17 years old, and nearly one-
third are 18 or 19). About 40 percent live in the South, and more than 70 percent are members of
racial or ethnic minority groups: 50 percent are African American, 18 percent are Hispanic, 4
percent are Native American, and 2 percent are Asian or Pacific Islander. Most (nearly 80 percent)
do not have a high school credential. About 18 percent have children, and nearly 60 percent received
some form of public assistance during the year prior to random assignment. About one-quarter
reported that they had ever been arrested, and about 30 percent reported using illegal drugs in the
year prior to random assignment.

The characteristics of eligible applicants differ by gender and age. Female applicants tend to
be older than male applicants, and a higher percentage have children (29 perceht, compared to '1 1
percent). Consequently, a much higher percentage of females (and especially females with childfen)
are assigned to the nonresidential component. Females are more likely to have a high school
credential (27 percent, compéred to 17 percent of males) at the time of program application, in part
because they are older. Females are also less likely to report having used illegal drugs in the prior
year (25 percent, compared to 35 percent of males) or ever having been arrested (17 percent,

compared to 33 percent of males).
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Many of the differences across age groups would be expected. For example, older applicants
are much more likely than younger applicants to have been recently employed and to have a high
- school credential (50 percent of those ages 20 to 24 have a credential) and are much less likely to
have recently participated in an education program.

~ Younger eligible applicants exhibit several characteristics that éuggest they may be more
disadvantaged and harder to serve than older applicants. A higher proportion of younger applicants
report having used drugs, having ever been arrested, and having recently been arrested. Furthermore,
younger applicants are more likely to come from single-parent households and from families that

received public assistance in the prior year.

5. Policy Changes Related to Violence and brugs

In response to congressional concerns about the operation of the Job Corps program, new zero-
tolerance (ZT) policies for violence and drugs were instituted in March 1995--early in the sample
intake period for the National Job Corps Study. The new policies were instituted to ensure full and
consistent implementation of existing policies for violence and drugs. According to the new, stricter
ZT policy, students accused of specific acts of violence (possession of a weapon, assault, sexual
assault, robbery, extortion, or arson), or arrested for a felony are to be removed from the center
immediately and are terminated from the program if fact-finding establishes they committed the
alleged offenses. The ZT policy for drugs uses the same procedures for students accused of
possession or sale of illegal .drugs or alcohol on center or convicted of a drug offense. |

The policies were intended to facilitate the rapid removal of offending students and to eliminate
any discretion of staff regarding termination. Most Job Corps staff reported that the new policies
substantially improved the quality of life on centers (Johnson et al. 1998). Thus, the new policies

could have affected program impacts. Consequently, as discussed in Chapter I11, we computed



separate impact estimates for sample members who applied to Job Corps before and after the new

ZT policies became effective.

B. OVERVIEW OF THE NATIONAL JOB CORPS STUDY

The National Job Corps Study addresses six major research questions:

1. How effective is Job Corps overall at improving the employability of disadvantaged youth?
2. Does the effectiveness of Job Corps differ for youths with different personal characteristics
or experiences before application to Job Corps? Do impacts vary by gender, age, the

presence of chlldren education level, race and ethnicity, or arrest history?-

3. Do program impacts differ for centers with different characteristics? Do impacts vary by
CCC or center contractor type, center size, center performance level, or region?

4. Do program 1mpacts differ for enrollees with different program experiences? Do 1mpacts
differ by residential status, duration of stay, or vocational training area?

5. What is the Job Corps program “model,” and how well is it implemented in practice?

6. Is Job Corps cost-effective?

The study consists of an impact analysis (to address Questions 1 to 4), a process analysis (to address
Question 5), and a benefit-cost analysis (to address Question 6).

This report presents short-term impact estimates for the full sample and for subgroups defined
by youth characteristics (to address the first two research questions).- This analysis forms the core
of the 30-month impact analysis because it provides information about the effectiveness of Job Corps -
overall and identifies groups of the eligible population that benefit most (and least) from the program
in the short term. The report also assesses the effectiveness of the residential and nonresidential
componeﬁts. | This facet of the overall evaluation is of considerable policy interest for two
reasons: (1) the residential component is the distinguishing feature of Job Corps, and (2) previous
studies (for example, the JTPA and Jobstart evaluations) indicate that disadvantaged youths do not

10
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benefit significantly from participation in training programs that offer basic education and job-
training services in a nonresidential setting.

Separate reports will present impacts for subgroups defined by key center characteristics (to
address Question 3) and other prograrﬁ éxpériences (to address the rest of Question 4). The j)urpose
of these analyses is to identify prbgrém ‘feat'ures and compdnenté thaf are particularly effective in
order to help policymakers improve program operations and direct future program expansionsl.

In the rest of this section, we first provide an overview of the sample désign for the impact
analysis. Second, we review the evidence that t-he random. assignrﬁenf de51gn was successfully
implemented, which would suggest that program impacts can be effectively eétiii%ated. More details
on these topiés are provided in the repo'nl on study implementation (Burghardt et‘al. 1999). Finally,

we briefly discuss key features of the process and benefit-cost analyses..'

1. | Impact Anélysis

The central feature of the study design was the random assignmént of all yoﬁths found eligible
for Job Corps, either to a program group whose members were permitted to.enroll in-Job Corps or
to a control group whose members were not. DOL considered both random assignment and -
nonexperimental design options in the initial design stages of the study. Because of the need for
reliable, credible information about program impacts, a study advisory panel, which included
representativés of Job Corps, concluded tﬁat a random assignment design was feasible and should

be used for.the study.

a. Sample Design |
Sample intake occurred between November 1994 and Febfuary 1996. With few exceptions, all

youths who applied to Job Corps for the first time between November 16, 1994, Iand December 17;

11
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1995, and were found eligible for the program were included in the study--a total of 80,883 eligible
applicants. During the sample intake period, 5,977 Job Corps-¢eligible applicants were randomly
selected to the control group. Approximately 1 eligible applicant in 14 (seven percent of 80,883
eligible applicants) was assigned to the control group.

During the same 16-month period, 9,409 eligible applicants were. randomly selected to the
research sample as members of the program research group (hereafter referred to as the program
group).! Because random assignment occurred after youths were determined eligible for Job Corps
(and not after they enrolled in Job Corps centers), the program group includes youths who enrolled
in Job Corps (about 73 percent of eligible applicants), as well as those who did not enroll, the so-
called “no-shows” (about 27 percent of eligible applicants). Although the study’s research interest
focuses on enrollees, all youths who were randomly assigned, including those who did not enroll
at a center, were included in the analysis to preserve the benefits of the random assignment design.

Control group members were not permitted to enroll in Job Corps for a period of three years,
although they were able to enroll in other programs available to them. Thus, the outcomes of the
control group represent the outcomes that the program group would have experienced if they were
not given the opportunity to enroll in Job Corps. Because control group members were allowed to
enroll in other education and training programs, the comparisons of program and control group
outcomes répresent the effects of Job Corps relative to other available programs that the study
population would enroll in if Job Corps were not an option. The impact estimates do not represent
the effect of the program relative to no education or training; instead, they represent the incremental

effect of Job Corps.

“The remaining 65,497 eligible applicants were randomly assigned to a program nonresearch
group. These youths were allowed to enroll in Job Corps but are not in the research sample.

12
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"fhe National Job Corps Study is based on a fully national sample. With a few exceptions, the
members of the program and control groups were sampled from all OA agencies located in the
contiguous 48 states and the District of Columbia, rather than from only some OA agencies in
certain areas.” This design feature allows us to obtain impact estimates more precise than those that
could be obtained from a clustered sample of the same size. In addition, the nonclustered design
spread the burden of random assignment across all OA agencies and Job Corps centers, which
reduced the burden on any one agency or center.

The sampling rates to the control and program groups differed for some population subgroups
for both programmatic and research reasons. For example, OA agencies experienced difficulties
recruiting females for residential slots, and Job Corps staff were concerned that the presence of the
control group would cause these slots to go unfilled. Therefore, sampling rates to the control group
were set lower for females in areas from which high concentrations of residential stuﬂents come.
Because of differences in sampling rates across population subgroups, all analyses were conducted
using sample weights so that the impact estimates can be generalized to the intended study
population: applicants in the 48 contiguous states and the District of Columbia who applied to Job
Corps during the 13-month period between November 17, 1994, and December 16, 1995, and who

were determined to be eligible for the program.®

Youths who previously participated in Job Corps (“readmits”) or who applied for one of seven
small, special Job Corps programs were excluded from the study (see Burghardt et al. 1999).

5The study population also included only those whose random assignment forms were received
by MPR before March 1, 1996. This restriction did not exclude many eligible applicants who
applied-to the program during the 13-month period, because the time between program application
and eligibility determination is typically very short.

13



b. Implementation of Random Assignment

As expected, . random assignment produced equivalent groups, because the distribution of the
characteristics of program and control group members prior to random assighment was. similar
(Schochet 1998b). However, our ability to-draw valid inferences from a random assignment study
depends on three conditions: (1) that all members of the study population were subject.to.random
assignment, (2) that.control group members.did not.enroll in the program, and. (3) that operations
of the program were not materially affected by the study. |

To identify center enrollees in the study population who were not randomly-assigned .and to
ensure that control group members did not enroll, we examined weekly extracts from the Job Corps
Student Pay, Allotment, and Management Information System (SPAMIS) on all new .center
enrollees. . | | | | N -

Ourlmonitorin.g indicates 'tha.t Job Corps .staf.f impllemented randorﬁ assignmer;t pfocedures well.
Lless than 0.6 perc.:ent of yOL;t.hS in tﬁe ‘study pc;pulatic;n ;’vere not rahdomly assi.gned. In addiiion,
énl.y 1.4 f)ercent of control. grOL'xp mer’nbers enrolled.in Job‘éc;rps before tl.le end of thé: thréé-yéar
peric;d dl:ll’ihg v;/.hich they were; ﬂot sﬁpposed t§ enroll. Hénce, we beiiéve that the ﬁ:sear.ch'sam;.)le
is representative of the youths in the intended study po;.)lulz;t‘i.:on and.fhat fhéﬁ biaLs in the impact
estimates due to cc;nta;ilir;atio;l of the co;ltrél grbup i§ verly small

.‘In general; fhé gtudy dici not .aplp')ear' Ito alter progrém o'peratic.)r‘.ls .SLnlbstantial‘ly,xwhich suégests
that the sfudy is elvaluating Jc;b COI:ps as it would have ﬁsrmally c.>peréted.in the absénce of thc;, sfudy.
We found from the pro;:esé aﬁalysis thét tﬁe éffects of .the fandc.>m éssignmént .prc;.cess.on OA.
counselors’ activities and on the composition of students coming to the program appear to have been
modest. For example, few OA counselors said they started new outreach activities, spent more fime

on outreach, or lost referral sources because of the study. In addition, OA counselors do not appear
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to have provided substantially more assistance in ﬁnding alternative training opportunities to the
contrel group than they provided for other applicants who could not enroll in Job Corps.

The study, however, contributed somewhat to the decrease in the number of center slots that
were filled (that is, in center on-board strength) in early 1995, because control group members were
removed from the pool of potential center enrollees. We estimate, however, that the introduction
of the new ZT policies had a much larger effect on the decrease in center on-board strength.
Nonetheless, the study could have had some effect on the training experiences of program group

members, as centers served fewer students without reducing center staff.

2. Process Analysis
| The purpose of the process study was to describe the key elements of the Job Corps program
model and to document how they were irnplernented (iuring calender year 1996--roughly the period
when study program group mernbers were enrolled in Job Corps centers (Johnson et al. 1999). The
process study collected a large amount of information about OA practices, center operations, and
placement from (1) a telephone survey of Job Corps OA counselors, (2) a mail survey of all Job
Corps centers, andl(3) visits to 23 centers.
'i'he analysis found that Job Cerps uses ai well-developed program model and is successful in
imnlementing it. Job Corps students are receiving substantial, meaningful education and training
services. We refer to r)recess analysis findings in this report because they provide important

contextual information to help interpret findings from the impact analysis.

3. Benefit-Cost Analysis
The primary purpose of the benefit-cost analysis is to assess whether the benefits of Job Corps

are commensurate with the substantial public resources invested in it. The most important benefits

15 |
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that will be valued are (1) increased output that may result from the additional employment and
productivity of program participants; (2) increased output produced by youths while in Job Corps;
(3) reduced criminal activity; and (4) reduced use of other services and programs, including welfare
and other educational programs. The most important Job Corps costs include program operating
costs and the earnings forgone while the youth attended Job Corps.’

The benefit-cost analysis will be conducted after the 48-month interview data become available,

so that longer-term program benefits can be accurately measured.

"The study design report (Burghardt et al. 1994) provides a detailed discussion of the design of
the benefit-cost analysis. McConnell (1999) discusses the value of the output and services produced
by students while enrolled in Job Corps.
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IIl. DATA SOURCES, OUTCOME MEASURES, AND ANALYTIC METHODS

The short-term impact analysis was conducted using survey data collected during the 30 months
after random assignment. Data on the experiences of sample members during the follow-up period
were used to construct outcome measures so that the analysis could address the following research

questions:

» Do participants receive more education and vocational training than they would have
received if they had not participated in Job Corps? Are they more likely to obtain a high
school credential or a vocational diploma?

» Does participation in Job Corps increase productivity and, hence, time spent employed
and earnings?

» Does participation in Job Corps reduce dependence on welfare and other public
transfers?

» Does Job Corps reduce the incidence and severity of crimes committed by program
participants, both during and after the program?

» Are participants less likely to use tobacco, alcohol, and illegal drugs?

» Does Job Corps reduce the likelihood of bearing or fathering children while unmarried
and increase the likelihood of forming a stable, long-term relationship?

» Do participants move to areas that offer opportunities different from those in the areas
they came from?
To address these questions, we estimated program impacts by comparing the distribution of
outcomes of program and control group members. Program impacts were estimated for the full
sample and for key sﬁbgroups defined by youth characteristics (using baseline interview data) and

whether the youth was designated for a residential or nonresidential slot (using program intake data).
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A. DATA SOURCES

Four categories of data were used for the short-term impact analysis:

1. Follow-Up Interview Data Collected 12 and 30 Months After Random Assignment.
These data contain information on the employment-related and other experiences of
sample members during the follow-up period and were used to construct outcome
measures for the impact analysis. Each follow-up interview contains information on the
experiences of sample members since the previous interview. These data were used to
construct longitudinal outcome measures so that changes in program impacts over time
could be examined. ~

2. Baseline Interview Data. This information was collected soon after random assignment
and contains background information on sample members and their experiences prior
to the baseline interview. These data were used to create subgroups defined by youth
characteristics at random assignment. In addition, they were used to construct outcome
measures that pertain to the period between the random assignment and baseline
interview dates.

3. Data from Job Corps Intake (ETA-652) Forms. These forms are the standard intake
forms that OA counselors and program applicants fill out as part of the application
process. They contain basic demographic information on applicants. MPR received
these forms as part of the random assignment process and data-entered the information
into the computer for those in the research sample. Because this information is available
for all research sample members, it was used in the nonresponse analysis to compare the
characteristics of interview respondents and nonrespondents, and to adjust sample
weights to account for the possible effects of interview nonresponse on the impact
estimates.

4. Data from the Supplemental ETA-652 Forms. These forms, which were created for
the study, were filled out by outreach and admissions (OA) counselors as part of the
application process and were sent to MPR as part of the random assignment process.
The forms collected information on whether the youth was likely to be assigned to a
residential or nonresidential slot. As described in more detail later in this chapter, this
information was used to estimate program impacts for residential and nonresidential
students. The forms also collected information on the center to which a youth was likely
to be assigned. These data will be used in a separate report on program impact estimates
for subgroups defined by key center attributes (for example, Civilian Conservation
Center [CCC] or contract center type, center performance level, center size, and region).
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‘The rest of this section provides an overview of the survey design, the interview response rates,
and the analysis samples. A separate methodological report (Schochet, forthcoming) discusses these

topics in more detail.!

1. besign of thé .Base_li.ne alnd. Follovs;-Up' Int;:rvie;vs '

: Baseiiﬁe intér;/ie;’ving.took place bétWeen ;nid;November 1994 and July 1996.‘A11 sample
members wer.e contacted by telei;héne 5&0nI after they had.been .s;bject‘tor random .e;s.signment.
Detailed tracking information (contained in program intake forms sent to MPR as part of the random
assigrir.nent prlocess) Was‘ us.ed.-to. help l.oclzat._e' y(;uths. In: fandomly selected:. areas, in-person
interviews were atteml.)tbed .wi£h .:san.lple; rjnt.em.ber-s not reachaBlé b};. telephone w1th1n 45 days.
Subsampling of youths for intensive in-person interviewing was done to cohtain data ;:ol]ection
costs. | | | |

The target sample for tﬁe 1‘2-month follow-up ‘interview iﬁcluded (1) all sample member_s
selecte(i for in-bérson interviews at b;clseline (whether intel;viewed ér nét), and (2)‘ those not eligible
for in-éer:son interviews at Baseline Who-complet;ed the Baseline invtervie;w by telephone within 45
days after random assignment. Thus, youths who resided in areas not se_lected for.in-person
interviews and who did not édrx.lple.te a baseline int.e‘:rv.iew by tel;?i)l;éné withir‘1‘4'5 days were not
eligible for -12-mo.ntl; (and subsequent) -i_nte'rviews. At t.he erid'éf t‘lie 1'2-fnor;th intérview, an
abb;eviated l:)aseline inte;rview was administered fo tﬁose 12-month réspéndepts in tﬁe ‘in-person

areas who had not completed the full baseline interview.

'Future reports will present findings using 48-month follow-up interview data, administrative
data on social security earnings on all sample members, Unemployment Insurance (UI)
administrative records from 17 randomly selected states, official arrest records from selected
jurisdictions, and basic skills tests administered to a subsample of the research sample in conjunction
with the 30-month interview.
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A 30-month interview was attempted with all sample members who completed either the
baseline or the 12-month interview. Respondents to the 30-month interview who completed a
baseline interview but not the 12-month interview were asked about their experiences since the
baseline interview.

For the 12- and 30-month interviews, we attempted interviews by telephone first, and, if
unsuccessful, in person. In contrast to the in-person interviewing at baseline, there was no clustering
of in-person interviews in the follow-up interviews. The 12-month interview was conducted between
March 1996 and September 1997, and the 30-month interview was conducted between September
1997 and February 1999.

A $10 incentive fee was offered to control group members and hard-to-locate program group

members (who were not at a Job Corps center) to induce them to complete each interview.

2. Response Rates and Data Quality

The response rate to the baseline interview for sample members in all areas was 93.1 percent.
Interviews were completed with 14,327 of the 15,386 youths in the research sample, and most
interviews were completed by telephone soon after random assignment. Furthermore, the difference
in completion rates between the program and control groups was only 1.5 percentage points (93.8
percent program, 92.3 control). The response rate for sample members in the areas selected for in-
person interviewing--the effective response rate--was 95.2 percent (95.9 percent program, 94.3
percent control). Response rates to the baseline interview were high for all key subgroups. Item
nonresponse was infrequent for nearly all data items.

We completed 13,383 12-month interviews and 11,787 30-month interviews. As Table I11.1

shows, the effective response rate to the 12-month follow-up interview was 90.2 percent (91.4
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TABLE III.1

EFFECTIVE RESPONSE RATES TO THE 12-MONTH AND 30-MONTH FOLLOW-UP
INTERVIEWS, BY RESEARCH STATUS AND KEY SUBGROUP
(Percentages)

Effective Response Rate

12-Month Interview 30-Month Interview

Program  Control Combined Program  Control Combined

Subgroup Group Group Sample Group Group Sample
Full Sample 914 88.4 90.2 80.7 774 79.4
Gender

Male 90.8 86.8 89.1 77.9 74.3 76.3

Female ‘ 92.2 91.0 91.8 84.2 82.7 83.7
Age at Application

16to 17 92.2 90.5 91.5 81.5 79.6 80.7

18 to 19 90.9 87.6 89.6 79.9 . 77.4 78.9

20to 21 914 87.6 89.8 81.2 75.5 78.9

22t024 90.3 84.2 87.9 79.5 72.4 76.8
Race/Ethnicity

White, non-Hispanic 89.9 87.0 88.7 80.1 774 79.0

Black, non-Hispanic 91.8 89.4 90.9 80.7 78.0 79.6

Hispanic 91.2 85.9 89.0 80.1 75.3 78.1

Other 94.6 90.6 929 86.1 78.0 82.8
Education

Completed 12th grade 92.4 89.6 91.3 83.0 812 82.0

Did not complete 12th grade 91.2 88.1 89.9 80.1 76.5 78.8
Convictions

Ever convicted or adjudged .

delinquent 91.1 88.6 90.0 77.5 72.5 75.4
Never convicted or adjudged ‘
delinquent 914 88.3 90.1 81.0 77.6 79.6

Residential Designation Status

Resident 91.1 87.6 89.7 80.1 76.2 78.5

Nonresident . 92.7 91.2 92.1 82.8 82.1 82.5
Sample Size in In-Person Areas® 6,206 4,242 10,448 6,182 4,223 10,405

SOURCE:  12-Month and 30-Month Interview data, and ETA-652 data.

NOTE: The effective response rate is the response rate for sample members eligible for in-person interviews at
‘ baseline (that is, those who lived in the in-person areas at application to Job Corps). Youths not in the in-
person areas who did not complete baseline interviews by telephone within 45 days after random

assignment were not eligible for follow-up interviews.

*Figures exclude those who died during the follow-up period and 63 cases (31 control group and 32 program group
members) in the in-person areas who were determined to have enrolled in Job Corps prior to random assignment and
were thus ineligible for the study.
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percent program, 88.4 percent control), and the effective response rate to the 30-month interview was
79.4 percent (80.7 percent program, 77.4 percent control).? The response rates differed somewhat
across some key subgroups, although the-differences are small. For example, the 30-month
interview response rate was slightly higher for females than males (84 percent compared to 76
percent) and for younger sample members than older ones (81 percent for those 16 and 17 years old,
compared to about 78 percent for those 20 and older). Thus, the sample weights were adjusted to
help reduce the pd’ﬁéﬁtial bias in the impact estimates due to interview nonresponse.> As with the
baseline interview, gonresp’onse to follow-up interview data items was infrequent.

The average 12-mrionth interview was completed in mdnth 14, énd more than three-quarters of
12-month interviews were completed by month 15 (not shown). Similarly, the average 30-month
interview was completed in month 32.5, and about 78 percent were completed by month 34. These
figures are similar for program and control group members. Thus, the recall period was similar
across sample members and-did not differ, on average, by research status.

On the basis of these results, we believe that the interview respbnse rates and data quality are
high enough to produce credible short-term impact estimates for the full sample and for key

subgroups.

’The effective response rate- is the response rate for youths in areas selected for in-person
interviews at baseline. This is the relevant response rate for the study, because we did not attempt
follow-up interviews with youths who were ineligible for in-person interviews at baseline and who
did not complete a baseline interview by telephone within 45 days after random assignment.

*The methodological report (Schochet, forthcoming) provides a detailed discussion of interview
nonresponse, including the methods used to adjust the sample weights to account for interview
nonresponse.
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3..  Analysis Samples

The primary sample used for the analysis includes the 11,787 youths (7,311 program group

_ members and 4,476 control group members) who completed 30-month interviews. About 96 percent

of this sample also completed 12-month interviews. Furthermore, baseline interview data are
available for everyone in this sample, because all youths completed either the full baseline interview

or the abbreviated baseline interview in conjunction with the 12-month interview.* Thus, complete

_ data are available for most of the analysis sample.

We also estimated impacts on outcome measures pertaining to the 12-m6nth follow-up period
using the (larger) sample of 13,383 youths who completed the 12-month interview. These results
are almost identical to the estimates pertaining to the 12-month follow-up period obtained using.the
30-month sample, and thus are not reported. |

The follow-up period for the analysis sample covers the period from November 1994 (the first
month after random assignment--month 1--for those randomly assigned in November 1994) to
August 1998 (month 30 for those randomly assigned in February 1996). This was a period of strong
economic growth. For example, the unemployment rate for the civilian population of those 16 and
older was about 5.5 percent in late 1994 and about 4.5 percent in mid-1998. Similarly, the
unemployment rate for those 16 to 19 decreased from about 17 percent in late 1994 to under 15
percent in mid-1998. As discussed in Chapter VI, it is difficult to determine the effects of the strong
economy on the impact estimates. However, these potential effects should be kept in mind when

interpreting the impact results.

*About 300 cases completed an abbreviated baseline interview.
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B. OUTCOME MEASURES

Three criteria guided specification of the major outcome measures for the impact analysis: (1)
selecting outcomes that &e likely to be inﬂuénced significantly by Job Corps participation, (2)
selecting outcomes that have policy relevance, and (3) measuring outcomes reliably. Next, we
discuss the primary outcome measures, our hypotheses about how they are likely to be affected by
Job Corps participation, and their construction. Table II1.2 displays the outcome measures used in

the analysis.

1. Primary Outcome Measures

The primary oﬁtcomé measures can be grouped into six areas:

Education and Training. The major goal of Job Corps is to provide intensive academic
classroom instruction and vocational skills training to increase the productivity, and hence the future
earnings, of program particbipants. The typical Job Corps student stays in the program for an
extended period (about eight months on average), and most were not in school before program
enrollment. Thus, participation in Job Corps probably leads to increases in the amount of education
and training youths receive while enrolled (as measured by increases in hours and weeks received
academic classroom instruction and vocational skills training). These increases in education and
training could lead to increases in educational attainment (as measured by the receipt of a GED or
vocational certificate). Participation in Job Corps may also lead to increasg:s in postsecondary school
enrollment (such as two- and four-year colleges, the military, and vocational schools) after Job
Corps. Participation in Job Corps, however, is expected to lead to reductions in time spent in

alternative programs (such as high school and GED programs outside of Job Corps). The effects on

24



TABLEIII.2

OUTCOME MEASURES DEFINED OVER SPECIFIC PERIODS

Education and Training

All Programs '
Ever enrolled
Number attended
Weeks attended
Hours per week attended

Specific Programs
Ever enrolled in the following programs: Job Corps; high school; GED; ABE or ESL;
vocational, technical, or trade; two-year college; four-year college
Weeks attended, by type of program
Hours attended, by type of program

Academic Classes
Ever took
Weeks took
Hours per week took
Types of programs where took

Vocational Training
Ever received
Weeks received
Hours per week received
Types of programs where received

Educational Attainment
Degrees, diplomas, and certificates
(high school diploma,* GED certificate,* vocational, technical, or trade certificate or d1ploma
associate degree; four-year college degree)
Highest grade completed

Employment, Earnings, and Job Characteristics

Employment
Ever employed
Number of jobs
Weeks employed
Hours per week employed
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TABLE II1.2 (continued)

Employment, Earnings, and Job Characteristics (continued)

Earnings
Distribution of earnings

Characteristics of the Most Recent Job in Quarter 10
Had a job
Months on job
Usual hours worked per week
Hourly wage
Weekly earnings
Occupation
Type of employer (private company, military, federal employee,
state employee, local government employee, self-employed)
Job benefits available (health insurance, paid sick leave, paid vacation, child care assistance,
flexible hours, employer-provided transportation, retirement pension benefits, dental plan,
tuition reimbursement)

Education and Employment Activities
Ever participated in any activity
Weeks participated
Hours per week participated

Receipt of Public Assistance and Other Sources of Income

Public Assistance
Received benefits (AFDC/TANF, food stamps, General Assistance, SSI/SSA,
WIC)
Months received benefits, by type
Amount of benefits received, by type
Covered by public health insurance (such as Medicaid) at the 12- and 30-month interview
Lived in a public housing project at the 12- and 30-month interview

Other Sources of Income .
Received income (Unemployment Insurance, child support, from friends, other income)

Weeks received Ul
Amount received, by type
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TABLE II1.2 (continued)

Crime, Alcohol and Illegal Drug Use, and Health

Criminal Activities
Ever arrested or charged with a delinquency or criminal complaint
" Number of times arrested

Months until first arrested :

Most serious charge for which arrested (murder or assault, robbery, burglary,
larceny or other property crimes, drug law violations, other personal crimes, other
miscellaneous crimes) ‘

All charges for which arrested

Convicted, pled guilty, or adjudged delinquent

Number of times convicted

Made a deal or plea-bargained

Most serious charge for which convicted

All charges for which convicted

Served time in jail for convictions

Number of months in jail for convictions

Put on probation or parole

Tobacco, Alcohol, and Illegal Drug Use in the 30 Days Prior to the 12- and 30-Month Interviews
Smoked cigarettes
Consumed alcoholic beverages
Tried marijuana or hashish
Snorted cocaine powder
Smoked crack cocaine or freebased
Used speed, uppers, or amphetamines
Used hallucinogenic drugs
Used heroin, opium, methadone, or downers -
- Used other drugs
Injected drugs with a needle or syringe

Drug and Alcohol Treatment :
In a drug or alcohol treatment program
Weeks in drug treatment
Place where treatment was received

Health
Health status at 12 and 30 months ~
At 12 and 30 months, had physical or emotional problems that limited the amount of work or
other regular daily activities that could be done
Type of serious health problem
Weeks had serious health problem since random assignment
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TABLE 111.2 (continued)

Family Formation

Had children during follow-up period

Number of children had during follow-up period

Had children out of wedlock during follow-up period

Percentage of females pregnant

Had children at 30 months (including those born before and after random assignment)

Percentage of children living with sample member (for parents)

Percentage of absent children who lived with their other parent®

Time spent with children in the past three months®

Currently provided support for children (food, child care items, household items, clothing, toys,
medicine, babysitting, money)®

Gave money in the past month®

Gave money occasionally or on a regular basis®

Amount of money gave in the past month®

Household membership (living with either parent, another adult relative, adult nonrelatives, or
no other adults)

Whether sample member is the head of the household

Number in household

Marital status at 30 months (never married and not living together; married; living together;
separated, divorced, or widowed)

Mobility

Distance in miles between zip codes of residence at application to Job Corps and at the 30-month
interview

Lived in the same state at application to Job Corps and the 30-month interview

Characteristics of the counties of residence at application to Job Corps and the 30-month interview

SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month interviews.

\

*Outcomes defined only for those who did not have a high school credential at random assignment.

®Outcomes defined for those not living with all their children.
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high school graduation status, however, are unclear, because about one-fourth of Job Corps centers
can grant state-recognized high school diplomas.’

Employment, Earnings, and Job Characteristics. The primary hypothesis 1s that, if all other
things are equal, youths who obtain Job Corps education and training will become more productive
and, hence, will have greater employment opportunities and higher earnings than those who do not.
This increased productivity is expected to enhance employability (as measured by increases in labor
force participation, employment, hours worked per week, and the proportion of weeks worked) and
to increase wage rates, earnings, and fringe benefits available on the job. Furthermore, because the
Job Corps program provides placement assistance to participants when they leave the program,
program group members should be more likely than control group members to find jobs and to find
jobs that match their skills.

We expect, however, that Job Corps participation will reduce employment and earnings during
the period of enrollment, because some participants would hold jobs if they had not gone to Job
Corps. However, as program participants finish their participation, we expect employment and
earnings to rise after a period of readjustment. In light of the variation in the duration of program
participation, it is difficult to predict how long after random assignment positive employment and
earnings gains will emerge.

Receipt of Public Assistance and Other Sources of Income. A set of hypotheses closély related
to labor market activities involves the effects of the Job Corps program on welfare dgf;endence. Job

Corps participants may experience a reduction in welfare receipt while they are in the program (to

3Job Corps participation could also lead to improvements in literacy and numeracy skills, either
directly, through participation in Job Corps basic education, or indirectly, by causing more students
than would otherwise have done so to engage in skill-enhancing activities like work and further
schooling. Program impacts on participants’ basic skills will be presented in a future report.
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the extent that they would-have been recipients were they not in the program). In'addition,' because
their postprogram earnings may .increase, they are expected. to receive fewer public transfers
(including Aid to Families with Dependent Children [AFDC] or Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families [TANF], General Assistance [GA], food stamps, and Special Supplemental Food Program
for Women, Infants and Children [WIC]).

Crime, Alcohol and Illegal Drug Use, and Health. Job Corps seeks to help youths become
more employable and productive citizens. An important aspect of this process is to teach civic
awareness and respect for others. In addition, many enrollees leave their neighborhoods to attend
Job Corps. Thus, Job Corps is expected to reduce the incidence and severity of crimes committed
by program participants (as measured by the number of arrests and convictions, the types of crimes
committed, and the time spent in jails and on probation).. While students are enrolled in the program,
reductions in criminal activities should be pronounced, because Job Corps participants’ activities are
restricted, their behavior is monitored, and their material needs are met. Furthermore, most are
-isolated from social and environmental pressures to engage in criminal activities. After they leave
the program, reductions in crime measures are expected to continue, but at a lower rate.

Job Corps is also expected to reduce participants’ drug and alcohol use, both during and after
the program. While youths are enrolled, impacts on drug and alcohol abuse should be pronounced,
for two reasons. First, Job Corps forbids the use of these substances at centers, and behavior is
closely monitored. Second, Job Corps provides some drug and alcohol abuse treatment. In the
postprogram period, reductions in drug and alcohol use are expected to continue, because Job Corps
should have a positive impact on attitudes toward drug and alcohol use. Psychological and financial
benefits derived from the program may also induce participants to feel more hopeful and under less

pressure to use these substances.
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Participation in Job Corps is also expected to increase participants’ overall health status, for
reasons similar to those discussed earlier, and because the program offers comprehensive health
seryices and health education.

Family Formation. Important dimensions of personal fesponsibility are relationships with
members of the opposite sex and the decision to have and raise children. The Job Corps program
recognizes the iinportance of this area by requiring-all students to take education-program units on
social and emotional well-being, sexuality, and parenting. Perhaps more important, other aspects
of center experience, as well as improvements in a youth’s economic opportunities resulting from
Job Corps participation, may lead to changes in relationships with members of the opposite sex and
changes in behavior related to bearing and raising children. Thus, the study examines a series of five
outcomes related to family formation and children: (1) the likelihood of marriage; (2) the likelihood
of forming a stable, long-term relationship with a single partner; (3) the likelihood of bearing or
fathering children while unmarried; (4) the likelihood of living with one’s children and the level of
involvement with child rearing; and (5) the nature and extent of financial and nonfinancial support
for absent children.

Mobility. Many youths served by Job Corps live in neighborhoods where poverty rates are high
and job opportunities are scarce. A core element of the philosophy motivating the residential
component of Job Corps is that, for some, the home environment creates insurmountable barriers
to succeeding in training and that removal from the home is necessary in order fdr the youth to take
advantage of training. Indeed, living in a debilitating environment that precludes participation in
other education and training programs is a key Job Corps eligibility criterion.

This element of Job Corps raises the question of whether participation promotes mobility of

students. Participation in Job Corps could affect the types of areas where students live after they
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leave the program, because of job placement and location assistance and because higher earnings
could make some neighborhoods more affordable. Thus, we examine the extent to which students
return to the same areas that they lived in at the time of application, and the characteristics of the

areas that they lived in at the 30-month interview.

2. Construction of Qutcome Measures

Our analytic approach for the short-term impact analysis focused on estimating period-specific
impacts (that is, diﬂ'grences in outcomes between program ana control group membe.rs by period).
Period-.speciﬁc outcome rﬁeasures were constructed using information on the dates that events
occurred.® For example, we constructed timelines to determine whether a sample member was
working or in school or training in a given week or was receiving various types of public assistance
(such as AFDC/TANF or food stamps) in a giveﬁ moqth. As another ex@ple, we used self-reported
crime data to determine the tifning of arrests and used fertility information to determine the timing
of births. We also constructed period-specific measures about the characteristics of each activity.
For example, we constructed measures of sample members’ earnings, number of hours worked or
in school, degrees received, public assistance benefit levels, and types of arrest charges over a given
period.

Outcome measures were defined for the following periods: (1) each quarter; (2) months 1 to 12,
13 to 24, and 25 to 30; and (3) the entire 30-month period. The quarterly measures were used to
examine changes in impact estimates over time and were constructed for key employment- and
education-related outcomes. The measures for months 1 to 12, 13 to 24, and 25 to 30 were used to

summarize activities during the “in-program” and “postprogram” periods for many outcomes. As

6A methodological appendix (Schochet, forthcoming) provides a more detailed discussion of
the construction of outcome measures, including the treatment of missing values and outliers.

32 85



described in Chapter IV, the first year after random assignment was a period of intensive Job Corps
participation for those in the program group who enrolled in centers, and the éecond year was a
period of still significant but less intensive Job Corps participation. The last 6 months during the
30-month period were largely a postprogram period, because most program group members were
no longer enrolled in Job Corps.

We also constructed outcome measures that summarized safnple member experiences over the
entire 30-month period. I.mpact esti;nates using thése measures shoulci not be interpreted as long-
term effects of the program, because the postprogram period is relatively short for some program
group members who emolied in Job Corps. This is especially true for the employment and earnings
outcorﬁes, because impacts on these measures are expected to be negative during the in-program
period, and most participants stay in Job Corps for a significant time.

Some outcome rheasures pertain only to the time of the interview. For example, the follow-up
inferviews gathered data abouf tobacco, alcohol, and illegal drug use in the past 30 days and obtained
information on the respondent’s highest grade corhpleted, overall health status, address, and living

arrangements at the time of the interview.

C. ANALYTIC METHODS

The random assignment design ensures that no systematic observable or unobservable
differences between program and control group members existed at the point of random assignment,
except for the opportunity to enroll in Job Corps. Thus, simple differences in the distributions of
outcomes between program and control group members are unbiased estimates of program impacts
for eligible applicants. : : : -

Two important points about the interpretation of these impact estimates warrant discussion.
First, as noted earlier, these impact estimates represent the effects of Job Corps relative to other
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employment and training programs in the community, and not relative to no training. Thus, the
impact estimates rebresent the incremental effect of Job Corps relative to other programs in which
control group members participated. Consequently, in order to interpret the impact estimates, it is
crucial to examine the employment and training experiences of control group niembers to -
understand the “counterfactual” for the evaluation. .

Second, the comparison of the outcomes of all program and control group members yields
combined impact estimates for the 73 percent of program group members who enrolled in Job Corps
centers and ‘t}ie 27 percent who did not. Policymakers, however, are more concerned with the effect
of Job Corps on those who enrolled in a center and received Job Corps services. This analysis is
complicated by the fact that we do not know which control group members would have shown up
at a center had they been in the program group. However, as discussed in this section, we can
overcome this complication if we assume that Job Corps has no impact on eligible applicants who
do not enroll in centers.

In this section, we discuss our analytic approach for estimating impacts per eligible applicant

and per Job Corps participant only, for the full sample and for key population subgroups. In

addition, we discuss how the results are presented and interpreted.

1. Estimating Impacts per Eligible Applicant

The estimates of Job Corps impacts per eligible applicant were obtained by computing
differences in average outcomes between all program and control group meriibers (that is, using a
differences-in-means 'approach). This approach yields unbiased é_stimates of the effect of Job Corps
fbr program applicants whci'were determined fo be eligible for tixe program. The associated t-tests
(for variable means) and chi-squared tests (for distributions of categorical variables) were used to
test the siatistii:al signiﬁcaiice of the impact estimates. The analysis was conducted using the 11,787
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youths (7,311 program group members and 4,476 control group members) who completed 30-month
interviews. All figures were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey
designs and for the effects of interview nonresponse so that the ‘estimates can be generalized to the
intended study-population. Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal
weighting of the data and to clustering caused by the selection of areas slated for in-person
interviewing at baseline.” -

We also estimated “regression-adjusted” impact estimates using multivariate models that control
for other factors that affect the outcome measures. This approach increases the precision of the
estimated program impacts and the power of significance tests relative to the differences-in-means
approach. In addition, the use of multivariate models can adjust for any random residual differences
in the observable baseline characteristics of program and control group members. -

Obtaining unbiased impact estimates using the regression approach, -however, is
computationally difficult because of the study’s complex sample and survey designs, which
generated a large number of strata (weighting cells). As discussed in more detail in Schochet
(forthcoming), the usual procedure of regressing outcomes on a program status indicator variable
(which is 1 for program group members and 0 for control group members) and other explanatory
variables can yield biased estimates of program impacts (that is, biased coefficient estimates on the
program status indicator variable) because the estimates may be “weigﬁted” incefrectly.
Furtﬁermbre, estimatieg weighted regreesioris does not solve fhe problem (DuMouehel and Duncan
1983). To obtein uﬁbiaeed impact eetimz;ltes, separete regression-adjusted estimates muet be obfained

in each of the 48 weighting cells (many of which contain only a small number of sample members),

"The report containing methodological appendixes (Schochet forthcommg) describes the
construction of sample weights and’standard errors. :
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and the weighted average of these 48 separate estimates must be calculated. Having small numbers
of sample members in some weighting cells necessitates aggregating across weighting cells, which
could introduce some bias if impacts differ across the weighting cells.

The results obtained using the differences-in-means approach and the regression approach are
similar, and the same policy conclusions can be drawn from both sets of estimates (Schochet,
forthcoming). We present the differences-in-means estimates in this report for several reasons. The
gains in precision from the regression approach are small for most outcome measures and subgroups.
In addition, we can be sure that the differences-in-means estimates are unbiased (because sample
weights can be used in this context to account for the sample design and interview nonresponse) and
are relatively precise because the samples are large. Finally, few differences existed in the average
baseline characteristics of program and control group members, so controlling for these differences
does not change the impact estimates materially.

We also present program and control group differences for some oﬁtcomes that are conditional
on other ouac_gime_s. For example, we compared hourly wage rates and fringe benefits received on
the most re;;;lt job for program and control group members who worked in months 25 to 30. As
another example, we compared the financial support provided by program and control group
members to their children who did not live with them. These estimates may not be unbiased

estimates of program impacts, because they are based on potentially nonrandom subsets of program

Al

J i - . e
and control group members (that is, those who worked or were noncustodial parents). The baseline

characteristics (both measured and unmeasured) of those in these subsets may have differed by
research status because of potential program effects on the composition of youths in the subsets.
However, these comparisons provide important insights into the differences between the outcomes

of program and control group members.
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2. Estimating Impacts per Job Corps Participant

Program impact esﬁmates for program group members who enrolled in Job Corps--
participants--were obtained by dividing the program impact estimates per eligible applicant by the
proportion of program group members who enrolled (Bloom 1984). To illust?ate how this works,
we can express the impact of the Job Corps program per eligible applicant as a weighted average of
the program impact for those eligible applicants who would enroll in Job Corps, given the chance,
and the program impact for those eligible applicants who would not enroll, with weights p and (7 -
p), where p is the proportion of eligible applicants who enroll (73 percent).! We do not know which
control group members would have enrolled if they had been assigned to the program group, or
which control group members would not have enrolled. However, this information is not necessary
if we assume that all impacts for the full program group were due to those who showed up at a
center, and that the impacts on no-shows are zero. With this assumption, the impact per eligible
applicant reduces to p times the impact per participant. Thus, the impact per participant can be
computed by dividing the impact estimates based on al/ program and control group members by the
proportion of program group members who actually enrolled in a center.’

The key assumption that makes this procedure work is that the program 'has no effect on no-
shows. Although this assumption is reasonable, it is possible that the offer of a Job Corps slot does

affect the behavior of eligible applicants who do not enroll at a center. For example, after being

*In mathematical terms, I = p*Is + (1-p) *Is, where I is the impact on eligibles, J is the impact
on those who showed up on a center (that is, the difference between the average outcomes of
program group participants and control group members who would have participated if given the
chance), and /s is the impact on no-shows (that is, the difference between the average outcomes of
program group no-shows and control group members who would been no-shows if they were in the
program group).

°The standard error of the impact estimate for participants was inflated to account for the
estimation error in the show rate (Schochet, forthcoming).
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determined eligible for Job Corps, no-shows might alter their job search behaviors because they have
the option of enrolling in Job Corps. In particular, reservation wages might increase relative to what
they would have been if a youth did not have the opportunity to enroll in Job Corps. Although it is
unlikely that the offer of a Job Corps slot without active participation will have an appreciable effect
on long-term outcome measures, it may have an effect on job search and employment in the short
term. We will explore these issues further in a separate report. -

The procedure to estimate impacts per participant can be extended té account for the 1.4 percent
of control group members who enrolled in Job Corps centers (that is, for “crossovers”). However,
these estimates are not reported, because, as a result of the very low crossover rate, they are similar
to the unadjusted estimates, and because the estimates are. slightly more difficult to interpret

(Schochet, forthcoming).

3. Subgroup Analysis |

Program impact estimates for the full sample may co-nceal irhportant différences in impacts
across subgroups of program participants. If impa;:ts do exist overéll, .they rr'1ight be heavily
concentrated in or much largér for some subgroups. Convefsely, if impacts do not exist overall, they
might exist for some subgroups. If a subgroup is small, the impact on it might not be large enough
to yield a statistically significant differenée in the overall sample. |

This report addresses two important questions about impacts for subgroups:

1. Is Job Corps more effective for some groups of youths defined by personal

characteristics or experiences before program application than for other groups?

2. Are the residential and nonresidential components effective for the students they serve?
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a. Subgroups Defined by Youth Characteristics

It is important to identify groups of Job Corps studenfs ‘who benefit from program participation,
so that policymakers can improve program services and target them apprdpriately. In consultation
with the study advisory panel (which included represéntatives of Job Corps), we identified groups
of students whose backgrounds, training needs, and program experiences typically differ in
important ways. The selected groups often enroll in different types of centers and program
components, and they have a different-mix of volcational skills and academic classroom training
while enrolled.

Using baseline interview data, we estimated program impacts on seven sets of subgroups

defined by youth characteristics at random assignment:'® -

1. Gender. The training needs and the barriers to successful employment of young women
who enroll in Job Corps are different from those of young men who enroll. As
discussed in Chapter 11, the average characteristics of female students differ from those
of male students (for example, female students tend to be older, to have completed high
school, and to have children). In addition, female students are more likely to be
nonresidential students and are less likely to be in CCC centers. Thus, in light of the
different programmatic needs and program experiences of males and females, an
important policy issue is the extent to which Job Corps is effectively serving each of
these groups. o '

2. Age at Application to Job Corps. The broad age range Job Corps serves means that the
program must serve adolescents and young adults together. This poses a significant
challenge for the program, because the training needs and backgrounds of younger
students differ from those of older students. For example, younger students tend to have
lower education levels (and thus are much more likely to require education services in
Job Corps), less work experience, and fewer children. In addition, younger students
exhibit some characteristics (for example, higher arrest rates and incidence of drug use)
that suggest that they may be more disadvantaged than older applicants. Moreover,
findings from the process analysis reveal widespread concern among Job Corps staff
that the younger students are often disruptive and harder to serve than the older students.
Thus, an important policy objective is to assess whether Job Corps participation
improves the outcomes of these relatively diverse groups. Separate impact estimates are

"Appendix Table A.1 displays sample sizes for the subgroups.
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presented for those (1) 16 and 17 years old, (2) 18 and 19 years old, and (3) 20 to 24
years old.!"!

3. Educational Attainment. Approximately 8 out of 10 Job Corps students lack a GED
' or high school diploma at the time of entry. Most students without a high school
credential begin their Job Corps program with a balanced schedule of one-half academic
course work and one-half vocational course work. These students do not normally focus -
primarily on their vocational trades until they receive their GEDs; hence, most receive
intensive academic education while in the program. On the other hand, students with
a high school credential usually complete their academic requirements quickly and move
toward a full-time vocational schedule. In light of the differences in the mix of
vocational and academic classroom experiences in Job Corps and in the characteristics
of those with and without a high school credential, we present separate impact estimates
for each group.

4. Presence of Children for Females. The barriers to successful employment for female
Job Caips enrollees with children are particularly acute. At application to Job Corps,
females with children (who represent about 30 percent of all female students) are highly
dependent on public assistance (for example, about 70 percent of these mothers received
AFDC/TANF benefits or were part of families that received these benefits in the
previous year) and have lower earnings and employment rates than other students.
Furthermore, these young mothers are much less likely to live with other adults than
other students, suggesting that many lack adequate support systems. Many have
problems establishing suitable child care arrangements. Consequently, an important
policy issue is the extent to which Job Corps can increase employment and earnings and
reduce the chances that these youth become reliant on public assistance.

In addition, a large percentage of females with children are in the nonresidential
component. For example, nearly 65 percent of females with children in our sample were
designated for nonresidential slots, and nearly half of all nonresidential designees were
females with children. Thus, policy concerns about the effectiveness of the
nonresidential program and increasing the recruitment of young females are linked to
the effectiveness of Job Corps in serving females with children. Thus, separate impact
estimates are presented for females with and without children.

5. Arrest Experience. To be eligible for Job Corps, applicants must be free of behavioral
problems that would prevent them from adjusting to the Job Corps standards of conduct.
Job Corps seeks to offer youths who may have been in trouble with the law the
opportunity to turn their lives around. On the other hand, an applicant cannot currently
be under the control of the criminal or juvenile justice system. Furthermore, the
program is not equipped to handle youths who pose a threat of violence to themselves

I'The age categories were defined in this way because the factors associated with enrolling in
a center and graduating from the program were similar for program group members within each
group (Gritz, forthcoming).
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or others. Thus, youths with prior involvement with the criminal justice system are
carefully screened by the OA agency and sometimes by the regional office.'?

The baseline data indicate that over one-quarter of eligible applicants were ever arrested
or charged with a delinquency or criminal complaint, and that about 5 percent were
charged with serious crimes, such as aggravated assault, murder, robbery, or burglary.
Consequently, an important policy question is the extent to which Job Corps can
effectively serve those with previous problems with the law, especially under the new
strict zero-tolerance (ZT) policies. In the analysis, we obtained separate impact
estimates for those who were (1) never arrested, (2) ever arrested for nonserious crimes
only, and (3) ever arrested for serious crimes.

6. Race and Ethnicity. The backgrounds of Job Corps students differ markedly by race
and ethnicity. Whites are more likely than other groups to be male (67 percent,
compared to about 56 percent for other groups). Whites tend to have had more work
experience, even though the age distribution is similar by race and ethnicity. In
addition, whites are less likely to have children, to have received public assistance in the
prior year, or to be high school dropouts.

Program experiences are also likely to differ by race and ethnicity. There are large
differences in the racial and ethnic composition across regions (and across centers within
regions), and Job Corps operations differ somewhat across regions. For example, about
60 percent of eligible applicants in Regions 2, 3, 4, and 5 are African American, whereas
most youths in Regions 1, 7/8, and 10 are white. More than one-third of youths are
Hispanic in Regions 2, 6, and 9. Furthermore, whites are much more likely to be in
CCC slots and much less likely to be in the nonresidential component. Thus, differences
in background characteristics and program experiences by race and ethnicity could lead
to differences in program impacts across these groups. Four subgroups defined by race
and ethnicity were used in the analysis: (1) white, non-Hispanic; (2) African American,
non-Hispanic; (3) Hispanic; and (4) other (including American Indian, Alaskan Native,
Asian, and Pacific Islander).?

7. Job Corps Application Date and the New Job Corps Policies. As discussed, in
response to congressional concerns about the operation of the Job Corps program, new
ZT policies were instituted in March 1995--during the sample intake period for the
study. The process analysis found that the new policies had a profound positive effect

“Findings from the process analysis indicate that nearly all OA counselors (accounting for 96
percent of applicants) require local criminal justice records of all applicants.

13Sample sizes for American Indians, Alaskan Natives, Asians, and Pacific Islanders were too
small to support separate impact estimates for these groups.
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on behavior management and the general climate at centers.!* Thus, to assess the extent
to which the new policies had an effect on program impacts, we present separate impact
estimates for those who applied to Job Corps before and after March 1, 1995."% Because
the ZT policies are still in effect, the post-ZT estimates are more likely to be
representative of the current Job Corps program.

We also estimated program impacts for finer subgroups formed by combining groups across
these seven categories. This analysis was conducted to help disentangle the subgroup findings,
because many of the subgroups are correlated with each other. For example, nearly all those 16 and
17 years old did not have a high school credential at random assignment, compared to 50 percent of
those 20 or older. Thus, impact estimates for those without a high school credential are heavily

weighted by the outcomes of the younger sample members. Clonsequently, we obtained separate

impact estimates for the younger dropouts and the older dropouts to better understand the extent to

~which Job Corps helps those with low levels of education.

This finer subgroup analysis was often limited by small sample sizes that sometimes led to
unstable results. However, the analysis provided important insights about the pattern of program
effects across key subgrbups. |

We vi¢w the s_ubgroups defined by age, gender, and the presence of children (for females) as
particularly important (along with the results for residents and nonresidents). Thus, in the report,

we usually emphasize impact findings for these subgroups more heavily than for other subgroups.

“The policies, however, did not appear to have a significant effect on the characteristics of
eligible applicants (Schochet 1998a).

15Program group members in the pre-ZT group who were in Job Corps after March 1, 1995, -
were subject to the new rules. Thus, impact estimates pertaining to the pre-ZT period are somewhat
contaminated. Furthermore, program experiences could differ by season, and because of the limited
sample intake period, the data are not available to compare impacts for those in pre-ZT and post-ZT
groups who were recruited during the same time of year. Thus, differences in the pre-ZT and post-
ZT impact estimates are only suggestive of the effects of the new policies.
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However, the emphasis we place on various subgfoups-varies somewhat, depending on the outcome
measﬁre and-our' hypothéses about' the exfent and nature of .prograrr.x impacts. f"‘.or example, when
examining irﬁpacts on education and.training outcomes, we embhasize subgroups defined by age and
high schopl credential status at baseline, because of differences in the educational.needs and the
expected écademic classroom and vocationaj tréining experiehces of both program e‘md control group
members across these subgroups. .Si.milarly, we focus on subgroups deﬁﬁed by gender and the
presencé of .child.r'erll (but nbt agé) when examihiné ifnpacts on the receipt of publié assistanc:e
benefits, because of la;ge differencés in the types and émounts of assistance that these gender groups.
typically receiv-e. As a. final exam}')le,' we focus on age and gender subgroups when examining
ifnpacts on crime-related outcomes, bécause of subgroup differences in the level of involvement with
the criminal justice system, but we do not focus on the results for females with and ‘without children;
because we had no reason to believe that crime-related impacts would differ for these t‘wo groups

of females.

Estimation Issues. The random assignment design ensures that unbiased impact estimates for
a subgroup defined by a youth characteristic can be obtained by comparing the distribution of
outcomes of program and control group members in that subgroup. Thu:s,‘ for example, impact
estimates for males Were obtained by comparing the outcomes of ﬁale program and control group
members. ‘Similarly, impacts estimates for those without a high school credential were computed
by comparing the outcomes of program and control group members without a high school credential
at random assignment. -

Standard statistical tests were used to gauge the statistical significance of the subgroup impact

estimates. In addition, we conducted statistical tests to determine whether program impacts were
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similar across levels of a subgroup. For example, we tested the hypothesis that program effects were

similar for males and females and were similar across the three age groups.

b. Impacts for Residents and Nonresidents

Residential living is the component that distinguishes Job Corps from other publicly funded
employment and training programs. During our site visits .to centers as part of the process analysis,
staff stressed the importance of the residential component as central to helping .students becorﬁe
more employable. Some staff believe that it is even more important than vocational .training for
improving the long-term outcomes of students. However, staff also stressed that the nonresidential
component is important because it serves a type of student different from those in the residential
component, and because nonresidents, who have outside commitments to famillies or children, might
not enroll in Job Corps if a nonresidential option were not available.'® About 12 percent of enrollees
in the study program group were nonresidents.

The process analysis found that nonresidential students are fully integrated into tile academic
and vocational components of Job Corps. However, the participation of many nonresidential
students in other activities is limited, often because of farhily responsibilities. For example,
nonresidential students are less involved in dormitory life, student governmeﬁt, and recreational
activities. Thus, nonresidential students have a program experience very different from that of
students who live on center.

The estimation of separate impacts for those in the residential and nonresidential components
is of considerable policy interest for two reasons. First, as discussed, the residential and

nonresidential components serve students with different characteristics and needs, and program

15Most centers have some nonresidential slots, and about 25 percent of centers have at least 20
percent of their slots reserved for nonresidential students.
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experiences differ by residential -status. Second, previous studies (for example, the JTPA and
Jobstart evaluations) have found that disadvantaged youths do not benefit significantly from
participation in training programs that offer basic education and job-training services in a
nonresidential setting. Thus, there is great interest in measuring impacts of Job Corps on
nonresidential students, to help guide design decisions not only about Job Corps, but also about other
programs to support youths’ labor market participation.

Estimation Issues. The impacts of the residential and noﬁresidentialI components were
estimated using data on OA counselor predictions as to whether sample members would be assigned
to a residential or a nonresidential slot. As part of the application process, OA counselors filled in
this information on a special form (an ETA-652 Supplement form) developed for the study. OA staff
sent these forms to MPR for those youths determined to be eligible for the program, and MPR
entered the information into the study’s database.

The anticipated residential status information is available for both program and control group
members because it was collected prior to random assignment. Thus, the irﬁpacts of the residential
component were estimated by comparing the distribution of outcorﬁes of program group members
designated for a residential slot with those of control group members designated for a residential slot.
Similarly, the impacts of the nonresidential component were estimated by comparing the experiences
of program and control group memberg designated for nonresidential slots. Standard statistical tests
were used to gauge the statistical significance of these impact estimates.

We believe that the analysis produced reliable estimates of program impacts for the residential
and nonresidential components because the anticipated _r_esidential 'status information is available for
all sample members and matches actual residential status very closely. Because it was a key data

item required for random assignment, the anticipated residential status information is available for
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all-'sample members. If thé information was missing, MPR contacted OA staff and did not perform
random assignment until it was.provided.

OA counselor projections of residential status proved to be very accurate (Schochet 1998b).
Using Student Pay, Allotment, and Management Information System (SPAMIS) information on
program group members who enrolled in centers, we found that about 98 percent of program group
enrollees designated for residential slots actually enrolled in residential slots, and about 88 percent
of program group enrollees designated for nonresidential slots actually enrolled in nonresidential
slots.!”” Moreover, the accuracy of the predictions was high across all key subgroupg. Thué, the
expériences of ;hose désignated for residential (nonresidéntfal) slots were largeiy representative of
the experiénces of actual résident§ (noﬁresidents), and vice versa.'® |

An important (yet subtle) point about the interpretation of the impact findings for residents is
that they tell us about the effectiveness of the residential component for youths who are typically
assigned to residential slots (Because the results were obtained by comparing the outcomes of
program and control group members who were suitable for the residential component). Similarly,

the impact estimates for nonresidents tell us about the effectiveness of the nonresidential component

""In addition, a large proportion of program group members who enrolled in a particular
component were designated for that component. For example, more than 98 percent of all enrollees
in residential slots were designated for these slots, and about 84'percent of those in nonresidential
slots were designated for nonresidential slots.

8We attempted to improve the accuracy of the “predictions” by using multivariate techniques.
We estimated logit models where the probability that a program group enrollee was assigned to the
residential component was regressed on the predicted assignment measure and other explanatory
variables created using baseline interview data. The parameter estimates from these models were
then used to create predicted probabilities for all control group and program members. The sample
was then split into those likely to be residents (those with high predicted probabilities) and those
likely to be nonresidents (those with low predicted probabilities). The analysis was then conducted
using these groups. The models did not increase the accuracy of the predictions appreciably, and
the results using the multivariate procedure were similar to those obtained using the anticipated-
assignment information only. :
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Jfor youths who are typically dssigned to nonresidential slots. The results cannot necessarily be used
to measure the effectiveness of each component for the average Job Corps student.’® Nor can the
results be used to assess how a youth in oﬁe component would fare in the other one.

Our-analysis findings suggest that there are important differences in the impact estimates for
residents and nonresidents by gender and, for females, by the presence of children. Thus, we focus

on these finer subgroup results in the report.

4. Presentation of Results
We present analysis findings using a series of figures, charts, and tables. The tables (which
form'the basis for the figures and charts) display the following seven pieces of information for each

outcome measure:

1. The Control Group Mean for Eligible Applicants. This figure was calculated using the
entire control group and represents the mean outcome of program group members if they
had not been offered a Job Corps slot.

2. The Program Group Mean for Eligible Applicants. This mean was calculated using
the full program group (participants and no-shows).

3. The Impact Estimate per Eligible Applicant. This estimate is the difference between
the mean outcomes for program and control group members.

4. The Mean for Progrdm Group Members Who Participated in Job Corps. This mean
was used to examine the outcomes of the 73 percent of program group members who
enrolled in Job Corps.

5. The Impact Estimate per Program Participant. This estimate is the impact estimate
per eligible applicant divided by the participation rate in Job Corps. The participation
rate differed across subgroups (as discussed in Chapter IV).

To address this question effectively, we would have had to randomly assign each youth in the
study population to the residential or nonresidential component. This design option was rejected
because it would have introduced- an unacceptable degree of intrusion into normal program
operations. '
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6. The Percentage Gain Due to Participation in Jeb Corps. This estimate represents the
percentage change in the mean outcome for participants relative to what it would have
been if the participants had not enrolled in Job Corps. The figure is estimated by
dividing the impact estimate per program participant by an estimate of the mean for
control group members who would have enrolled in Job Corps, given the chance. This
control group mean was estimated as the difference between the mean for program
group participants and the impact estimate per participant.

7. An Indication of the Statistical Significance of the Impact Estimates. Two-tailed
statistical tests were performed to test the null hypothesis of no program impact. We
indicate whether the null hypothesis was rejected (that is, whether the impact is
statistically significant) at the 1 percent, 5 percent, or 10 percent level. Standard errors
used in these test statistics were adjusted for design effects due to unequal weighting and
clustering of the in-person sample at baseline. The standard errors of the estimated
impacts per participant were also inflated to account for the estimation error in the Job
Corps enrollment rate. For the subgroup analysis, we also indicate whether differences
in impacts across subgroups are statistically significant.

Policymakers are likely to be more interested in the effects of Job Corps for program
participants than for eligible applicants. However, we present findings for eligible applicants in
addition to those for program participants, for two main reasons. First, random assignment was
performed at the point that applicants were determined to be eligible for the program; hence, the
average characteristics of eligible applicants in the program and control groups were equivalent at
random assignment. Thus, impact estimates per eligible applicant are pure experimental estimates.
Impacts per participant, however, were obtained from the impact estimates per eligible applicant
under the assumption that the program has no effect on no-shows. While this assumption is
reasonable, it is difficult to test. Thus, we cannot place as much confidence in these estimates as we
can in the impact estimates per eligible applicant.

Second, an important analysis objective is to understand the counterfactual for the study by
examining the experiences of control group members. This analysis is straightforward using the
entire control group because we can observe their outcomes. Furthermore, we can be confident that

these outcomes represent the true counterfactual for the full program group. This analysis is more
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complicated, however, if we focus on program participants only, because we cannot directly observe
the outcomes of those in the control group who would have enrolled in Job Corps had they been
given the chance. The average outcomes of these control group members can be estimated as the
difference between the average outcomes of program group members who enrolled in Job Corps and
the impact estimates per participant. However, these estimated control group means are based on
assumptions about the effects of the program on no-shows. Thus, we cannot be sure that they
represent the true outcomes of program group enrollees if they had not participated in Job Corps.
Consequently, we use the entire control group of eligible applicants to describe the counterfactual

for the evaluation, given the importance of this analysis.

S. Interpretation of Estimates

The short-term impact analysis generated impact estimates on a large number of outcome
measures and for many subgroups. We conducted formal statistical tests to determine whether
program and control group differences existed for each outcome measure. However, an important
challenge for the evaluation is to interpret the large number of impact estimates to assess whether
Job Corps makes a difference and for whom it works.

The initial guide we use to determine whether Job Corps has an impact on a particular outcome
measure is the p-value associated with the t-statistic or chi-squared statistic for the null hypothesis
of no program impact on that outcome measure. However, more stringent criteria than the p-values
are needed to identify “true” program impacts, because we are likely to produce significant test
statistics by chance (even when impacts may not exist) as a result of the large number of outcomes
and subgroups under investigation. For example, in tests of program and control group differences
for statistical significance at the 5 percent level, 1 out of 20 independent tests will be significant

when in fact no real difference exists.
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Three additional criteria also guide us in identifying potential program impacts:

1. Examine the magnitude of the significant impact estimates to determine whether the
differences are large enough to be policy relevant. This is important, as small impacts
might be statistically significant because of large sample sizes. For example, for a
control group mean of 50 percent, an impact is statistically significant if it is about 2
percentage points or less.

2. Categorize outcomes and subgroups, and look for patterns of significant impacts within
and across the categories at each follow-up point and over time. That is, we check that
the sign and magnitude of the impact estimates are similar for related outcome measures
and subgroups. - :

3. Determine whether the sign and magnitude of the impact estimates are robust to
alternative model specifications and estimation techniques. For example, we conducted
sensitivity tests by. removing outlier observations, employed different weighting
schemes, and estimated impacts using the differences-in-means and regression
approaches.

It is important to reemphasize that we view the impact results as short-term impacts, because,
as described in the next chapter, the postprogram period is relatively short for some program group
members who enrolled in Job Corps. Furthermore, the subgroup results should be interpreted with
caution, because the average postprogram period differs somewhat by subgroup as a result of
subgroup differences in the average time progrém group enrollees stayed in the program. Thus,
different patterns of findings may emerge using longer-term 48-month follow-up interview data.

Finally, the impact estimates represent the effects of Job Corps for eligible applicants who
applied to the program between November 1994 and December 1995. Since most program group

members who enrolled in Job Corps were in centers in 1995 and 1996, the estimates may not be

representative of the effectiveness of the program as it operates today.
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IV. JOB CORPS EXPERIENCES . - - .

J ob Corps s'taff 'have implerﬁentéd a well-devéloped program modél t'hroughout] the country.
Both the rﬁodel and the fidelity of its implementaltion alre documented in a separate process analysis
report (Johnson et al. 1999). For understanding of the impacts that the prograrﬁ rlnay have had on
employment and related outcomeslof pérticipants, this chépter deséribes the Job Corpsexberiences
of the pfogram grc;ﬁp using inteﬁi;w data. Here we note. whethér érogram glrou;; merx;bers received
services and then describe the intensity and types of those 'services.

This chapter answers four broad questi’ons about prog.ram participation:

1. Did those who were randomly assigned to the Job Corps program group a_étually

participate?

2. Wheﬁ did most Job Corps participation occur?

3. .What were the experiences in the program of those who enrolled? |

4. Do thé Job Corps experiences of subgroﬁps of interest to the study differ in impoﬁant

ways? . :
The ans‘\lvers fo tﬁese questions led to the following conclusions.

Fi;st, tlhe pr.og.re;m group received extensive J ob Corps services. Of thosé who were éssignéd
to the program group, 73 percent e;mrolled in Job Corps, elmd 72 percentb of these enrollees (just over
half the progrém group) participated in Job. Corps for at le'ast three months. ."I"he ;lverage périod of
participation per enrollee was eight months. |

Second, participants enrolled ciuiékly, and most participation occurred during thé ﬁlrst 12 months
after random assignment. Individual experiences, and consequently the length of the postprogram

observation period, varied greatly. The average participant in the program group enrolled in Job
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Corps within 1.5 months after random assignment and spent 8 months in the program, which resulted
in an average postprogram period of just over 20 months. However, the postprogram period was less
than one year for 15 percent of participants, but was at least two years for about 39 bercent of
participants.

Third, enrollees participated extensively in the core Job Corps activities. Most took both
academic classes and vocational training, although the relative emphasis differed among individual
enrollees. Also, most enrollees participated in the many socialization activities such as parenting,
education, health education, social skills, training, and cultural awareness classes. Many enrollees,
however, reported that they did not receive job placement assistance from the program.

Fourth, while many subgroups had different experiences in Job Corps, the differences were
small. The mix of academic and vocational training a student received depended on whether the
youth had already received a high sc:hool credential (GED or diploma) before program entry.
Students with no credential generally took both academic classes and spent less time in academic
classes. High school graduates were more likely to focus on vocational training. Nonresidential
students (especially females with children) had somewhat lower enrollment rates than residential
students. Once in job Corps, ﬁowever, the residential and nonresidential students had similar
amounts, types, and intensity of training, as well as similar exposure to the other program
components. The many other subgroup differences were small, and overall each group’s experience
was consistent with the conclusions drawn above for the program group as a whole.

An important implication of the finding on the timing of participation is that impacts based on
interview data covering the 30 months after random assignment (presented later in this report) must
be considered short term, as it probably takes time for former pérticipants to readjust to their home

community and to find a job. For some enrollees, the period of participation in Job Corps was longer
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than average and the postprogram period shorter, so impacts on employment-related outcomes
measured late in the 30-month period may understate the eventual impacts on these outcomes. The
48-month follow-up interview data will provide a more reliable indication of the long-term,
postprogram benefits of Job Corps.

The rest of this chapter presents the data supporting these findings. The first section discusses
rates and timing of enrollment in Job Corps for those assigned to the program group. The second
section discusses the academic classroom and vocational training experiences of enrollees. Finally,
we discuss the enrollees’ participation in other Job Corps activities, such as social skills training and
parenting classes. Appendix B presents supplementary tables.

The extent, duration, and intensity of participation may have differed for different groups of
students. To identify possible differences, we present tabulations for key subgroups defined by
gender and parental status (males, females, and females with children) and for three groups defined
by age (16 and 17 years old, 18 and 19 years old, and 20 to 24 years old). Appendix B presents
selected data on the program experiences of other important subgroups.

A. JOB CORPS PARTICIPATION AMONG ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS IN THE

PROGRAM GROUP
1. Enrollment Rates

The study’s program and control groups were established at the point that each youth had been
determined to be eligible for Job Corps.! An applicant found eligible was assigned to a specific

center, and an outreach and admissions (OA) counselor arranged for transportation. However,

'Eligibility for Job Corps depends on several factors, including age (16 to 24 years), economic
disadvantage, a home environment in which the youth cannot benefit from other training programs,
good health, ability to conform to Job Corps standards of conduct, and the capability and aspirations
to succeed in Job Corps. Eligibility determination can involve gathering and assessing extensive
information about these eligibility factors (see Chapter II and Johnson et al. 1999).
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between the time that eligibility was established and the time that transportation was arranged, some
applicants decidéd not to enroll. Consequéntly, not ‘everyoné.,Who'was aésigned to the Job Corps
program group actually went to a center.

The ;)Qerall enroilment rate in Job Corps was 73 percent (Table IV.1). Th‘is self-’reporied
enrollment rate is practically identical to that calculated from Job Corps administrative records (Gritz
andJ ohns.o‘n, forthcorriing). Most studen.t.s (92 percent) atfende& just one center, although 8 percent
transferred td another center for regular or advanced training.

Enrollment rates over the 30-month follow-up period differed by .subgroup (Table 1V.1).
Somewhat larger percentages of younger applicants than older applicants enrolled (79 percent
compared to 68 percent), and larger percentages of males enrolled tﬁan females (75 percent
compared to 70 percent). Female applicants with children at baseline had the lowest enrollment rate
(64 percent). Rates of participation were somewhat lower for students who were identified at intake
as likely nonresidential students than for residential students, 65 percent compared to 74 percent
(Table B.5). Furthermore, this relationship between rates of participation for residential and
nonresidenti_a_l ‘students is observed for males, females, and females with children in each residential

group.

2. Timing of Job Corps Participation

Two aspects of the timing of Job Corps participation are important for the interpretation of
program impacts. F ifst? it is useful to know how long participants spent in the program, because this
is an important measure of exposure to the program and of the extent to which program group
merr;bers inve;ted in their future eMng capacity. .On the other hand, time spent in the brogram is
time when students probably would have worked, and thus, they earned less than they would have
if they had not participated.

54

107



TABLEIV.1

ENROLLMENT IN JOB CORPS, TIMING OF ENROLLMENT, AND
MONTHS OF PARTICIPATION FOR THE PROGRAM GROUP

(Percentages) :
Gender Age
Females
All All with )
Total Males Females Children 16t0 17 18to 19 20to 24
Enrolled in a'Job Corps : :
Center 72.9 75.3 69.5 63.6 78.6 70.2 67.5
Number of Centers Attended .
0 272 249 30.6 36.6 21.6 29.9 32.6
1 66.7 68.5 64.1 58.8 72.4 63.5 61.7
2 58 6.3 5.2 4.6 5.8 6.4 52
3 0.3 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.4
Months Between Random
Assignment and Center
Enrollment®
Less than 0.5 29.2 28.1 31.0 33.8 30.1 27.8 293
05to1 35.5 35.2 36.0 294 35.0 36.1 359
"1to3 ' 26.7 27.5 254 27.2 26.7 273 25.8
3t06 42 4.9 3.2 28 3.9 4.5 4.6
6 or more 43 4.3 44 6.8 4.3 4.4 44
(Average months) 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.8 1.5 1.6 1.5
Months Enrolled®
Less than 1 88 9.1 83 8.1 8.6 9.5 83
1to3 19.0 20.0 17.6 20.1 21.7 18.0 15.6
3t06 18.6 19.0 17.9 19.0 20.0 17.5 17.3
6t09 17.3 16.8 18.0 18.3 17.1 18.6 15.9
9t012 ' 13.0- 12.9 13.2 126 | 11.7 13.6 - 14.6
12t0 18 14.5 13.6 15.8 14.8 14.0 14.1 15.8
18 or more 88 8.6 9.2 7.1 6.8 88 12.4
(Average months) 8.0 7.7 83 7.8 7.4 8.0 9.0
Months Between Date Left
Job Corps and 30 Months
After Random Assignment®
Less than 6 6.8 6.6 7.0 6.9 5.8 7.1 8.0
61012 82 8.0 85 7.7 7.8 74 9.7
12t0 18 18.2 ~18.1 18.4 17.8 17.7 - 17.9 19.6
18 to 24 28.0 27.1 29.4 29.1 26.7 29.7 28.2
24 or more 38.8 40.2 36.7 385 42.1 37.8 344
" (Average months) 20.0 20.2 19.8 20.0 20.5 20.1 19.2
_ Enrolled at 30 Months After
Random Assignment 2.0 1.9 2.1 1.5 1.9 2.0 2.0
Sample Size® . 5,246 2,989 2,257 666 2,286 1,598 1,362
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TABLE IV.1 (continued)

T

SOURCE: 12- and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.

NOTE: Data pertain to program group members in the research sample. All estimates were calculated using sample weights
to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

2Data pertain to program group members who enrolled in a Job Corps center during the 30 months after random assignment.
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Second, it is important to know when participation ended in order to interpret the impacts on
employment, earnings, and related outcomes. One hypothesis of this study is that, for key outcomes
liké employment and earnings, negative impacts during the in-program period will be offset by
positive impacts in the postprogram period. Because Job Corps uses “open-entry” and “open-exit”
instruction, the length of participation varies for each student, and no fixed “in-program” period can
be identified for all students. Furthermore, waiting times until youths enrolled differed across
centers. Thus, impacts defined over a specific time during the 30-month follow-up period are based
on some program group members who were still enrolled in Job Corps, some who had been out of
Job Corps for a short time, and some who had been out for a longer time. Data on the timing of
participation help us identify “in-program” and “postprogram” periods and underscore the need for
caution when interpreting impacts over 30 months.

Program group members typically enrolled in Job Corps soon after random assignment (Table
IV.1). The avérage enrollee wajted' 1.5 months, or just over six weeks, to be enrolled in a Job Corps
center, although nearly two-thirds of those who enrolled did so in the first month, and only four
percent enrolled more than six months after random assignment.? |

Once in Job Corps, enrollees participated for about eight months on average, although the period
of participation varied considerably (Table IV.1). About 28 percent of all enrollees participated less
than three months, and nearly a quarter participated for over a year. Differences across subgroups
in average enrollment rates, duration of participation, and length of the follow-up period were

generally quite small (Tables IV.1, B.5, and B.6).

2This statistic and all others in the rest of this chapter, except where noted, refer to Job Corps
enrollees only. They do not include the 27 percent of program group members who never enrolled
in the program.
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Wide variations in the duration of participation in Job Corps resulted in a correspondingly wide
distribution in how much of the 30-month follow-up period was actually a postprogram period. The
average postpr(l)gram period for enro.llees was 20 months (Table IV.1).3 Alr.nost 7 percent of
enrollees were out of Job Corps for less than six months, and just over 15 percent were out less than
one year. However, almost 40 percent of enrollees were out for more than two years. Because
enrollees varied so much in the amount of time observed after Job Corps, and becausela, substantial
fraction had a short postprogram observation period, the 30-month employment and earnings results
described iﬁ Chapter VI should be interpreted as short-term impacts. Furthermore, the modest
differences in the period of participation across different subgroups may have contributed to some
of the differences in impacts for subgroups presented later in this report.

Rates of participation by quarter reveal patterns of participation over time that are useful for
interpreting the impact findings. Figure IV.1 shows the fraction of program group members
(including the no-shows) who participatedlin Job Corps during each quarter, measured as 13-week
intervals starting from each sample member’s date of random assignment.* (Table B.1 shows data
by gender and age.) The participation rate declined from a peak of 67 percent in the first quarter
after random assignment to 22 percent in the fifth quarter (beginning of the second year) and 5
percent in the ninth quarter (beginning of the third year). By the end of the 30-month period, almost
all participants had left Job Corps. Only two percent of the program group (three percent of

enrollees) were in Job Corps in the final week of the 30-month follow-up period.

3The sum of months before, during, and after Job Corps do not add to 30 months exactly. This
is because average length of stay does not include time spent in between spells in Job Corps, for
those who left and reentered the program.

“Note that here and throughout the report, quarterly statistics are based on 13-week periods
beginning from each enrollee’s date of random assignment and thus do not correspond to fixed
calendar periods.
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FIGUREIV.1 .

JOB CORPS PARTICIPATION RATES FOR THE FULL PROGRAM GROUP
BY QUARTER

Percentage in Job Corps in Quarter

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Quarter After Random Assignment

Source: 12-month and 30-month follow-up interviews.
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Based on these broad patterns of participation, we interpret the period from quarters 1 to 4
(months 1 to 12) as largely an “in-program” period. To be sure, some participants left Job Corps near
the beginning of this period, and a few had not yet stérted their training by the end of it. Yet on
average just less than half the sample were participating in each quarter. The period from quarters
5 to 8 (months 13 to 24) was a period of transition, in which smaller yet still substantial fractions of
the program group were engaged in Job Corps training. The final two quarters (months 25 to 30)
were a postprogram period for most students, allthough, aé noted, a small minority continued to
participate in Job Corps. The use of these in-program, transition, and postprogram periods provides
a framework for understanding the time profiles of employment and earnings and related impacts.
B. PARTICIPATION IN JOB CORPS ACADEMIC INSTRUCTION AND VOCATIONAL

TRAINING

As the program design intends, a large majority of Job Corps participants (77 percent) took both
academic classes and vocational training (Table IV.2). Overall, 82 percent of enrollees reported
taking academic classes and 88 percent received vocational training. These patterns are similar for
males and females and for younger and older students. The average enrollee reported receiving
1,039 hours of academic and vocational instruction.®> The average number of weeks that an enrollee
participated in academic classes or vocational training (or both) was about 30. A typical high school
student receives approximately 1,080 hours of instruction during a school year. Thus, Job Corps

provides approximately the equivalent classroom instruction of one year in school.

*This is slightly smaller than the sum of average hours in academic classes and vocational
training reported below (1,099), because the estimate of total hours assumes that Job Corps
participants did not spend more than 40 hours per week in academic classes and vocational training
activities. Respondents may have reported more than 40 hours in some weeks if they counted the
same course as both academic and vocational or included time spent in additional classes, such as
those for parenting, social skills, or health education.
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TABLEIV.2

COMBINED ACADEMIC AND VOCATIONAL TRAINING PARTICIPATION MEASURES
FOR PROGRAM GROUP ENROLLEES

(Percentages)
Gender Age
Females
with
All All Childre
Total Males Females n - 16to 17 18 to 19 20t0 24
Participation in Activity
Took both academic and
vocational 76.9 77.7 75.6 71.5 83.4 74.7 67.9
Took academic classes only 54 54 5.5 6.4 54 5.6 _ 5.2
Took vocational training only 11.6 11.3 12.0 13.8 54 13.3 20.4
Took neither 6.2 5.6 7.0 8.3 5.8 6.4 6.6
Total Hours in Academic
Classes and Vocational
Training : v
0 6.8 6.2 7.6 9.0 6.4 7.0 7.3
1to 100 53 6.0 4.1 3.6 49 5.7 54
100 to 250 11.3 11.6 10.8 12.6 13.0 10.6 9.2
250 to 500 14.7 14.4 15.1 17.4 15.0 14.8 14.0
500 to 1,000 20.7 20.7 20.7 19.9 21.9 21.4 17.7
More than 1,000 41.3 41.0 41.7 37.5 38.8 40.6 46.4
(Average hours) 1,039.1 1,035.3 1,044.8 924.6 989.6 1,020.2 1,149.3
Number of Weeks Took
Academic Classes or Vocational
Training
0 6.8 6.2 7.6 9.0 6.4 7.0 7.3
4 or less 6.7 7.6 5.5 4.7 6.6 7.3 6.3
5to0 13 : 20.5 20.8 19.9 23.0 22.8 19.7 17.3
13 to 26 19.8 20.0 19.4 18.6 20.9 194 18.3
26 to 39 17.1 16.2 18.5 18.9 16.8 18.4 16.2
39t0 52 12.2 12.1 12.3 11.6 11.0 12.4 14.0
52t078 11.4 11.6 11.1 99 11.0 10.5 13.2
More than 78 5.5 55 5.7 4.3 4.6 54 7.4
(Average weeks) 29.7 29.4 30.1 27.8 28.2 29.4 32.6
Sample Size 5,246 2,989 2,257 666 2,286 1,598 1,362

SOURCE: ~ 12- and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.

NOTE: Data pertain to program group members in the research sample. All estimates were calculated using sample weights
to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

61

114




A few students took only academic classes (5 percent), and a few took only vocational training
(12 percent). Most of these situations were students who participated in Job Corps for a short period,
because all students eventually take“vo.cational training a;nd all eventually take a few required
academic classes even if they already have a high school credential and solid basic skills. Some
students who already had a high school credéntial and were able to concentrate on vocational
training may not have remembered the few academic classes that they took or may not have thought
about these as academic classes.® A small fraction (6 percent) did not participate in either academic
or vocational training. These were students who left Jovaorps before the end of orientation, which
typically lasts two weeks.” |

Job Corps enrollees received a substantial amounf of academic instruction, averaging over 428
hours over 20 weeks (Table IV.3). Mathematics was the most common subject taken: 61 percent
of all students said they took it. Just under half reported taking reading. GED and high school class
together were mentioned by just over half of all students. Mos£ other subjects asked about were
reported by 13 to 26 percent of all students. Just three percent of students said they took ESL
instruction.

A somewhat higher proportion of students reported taking vocational training (88 percent, Table
1V.4) than reported taking academic instruction (82 percent, Table 1V.3). Students also spent on
average nearly 27 weeks in vocational training and received 671 hours of vocational instruétion. The

great amount of time spent in vocational training is consistent with Job Corps’s practice of allowing

Among students who reported only academic classes, nearly 30 percent reported participating
in Job Corps for less than one month, and another 45 percent participated for one to three months.
Among students who reported taking only vocational training, the distribution of length of stay was
more like that for those who took both academic classes and vocational training.

"Three-fourths of enrollees who reported taking neither vocational training nor academic classes
were enrolled in Job Corps for less than one month.
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TABLE 1V.3

ACADEMIC EXPERIENCES IN JOB CORPS
FOR PROGRAM GROUP ENROLLEES

(Percentages)
Gender Age
Females '
All All with

Total Males Females Children 16t017 18t019 20t0o24

Took Academic Classes 82.3 83.1 - 81.1 779 88.9 80.4 73.1

Total Hours in Academic .

Classes :
0 19.5 18.9 20.5 23.6 12.8 21.2 29.2
0to 100 14.3 15.5 12.5 12.1 14.0 15.7 13.2
100 to 250 18.8 18.6 19.1 228 19.4 19.5 16.7
250 to 500 18.5 18.5 18.4 13.8 21.7 17.2 14.4
500 to 1,000 17.1 17.2 16.9 16.1 19.9 15.9 . 137
More than 1,000 11.9 114 12.7 11.6 12.2 10.6 12.9
(Average hours) 428.1 4173 444.8 393.2 465.2 388.7 411.6

Number of Weeks Took

Academic Classes
0 _ 18.9 18.1 20.1 23.2 12.0 20.8 28.8
4 or less 94 10.2 83 7.5 8.9 10.9 8.5
S5to 13 245 244 24.6 27.2 26.5 24.6 20.8
131026 19.7 19.6 19.9 186 22.0 19.1 16.6
26 to 39 11.3 11.1 11.7 10.1 133 10.8 8.6
39t0 52 7.1 7.5 6.5 59 . 8.0 5.5 7.4
52t0 78 ' 6.2 6.2 6.1 6.1 6.6 5.7 6.0
More than 78 2.9 29 29 14 2.8 2.7 33
(Average weeks) 19.7 19.8 19.6 17.4 21.6 18.2 18.3

Academic Subjects Taken
Reading 45.2 459 44.1 40.7 50.7 - 41.7 39.7
Writing 25.7 25.6. 25.8 21.8 26.5 24.6 25.5
English language skills 22.6 24.7 19.3 17.7 26.3 19.9 19.2
ESL 32 3.0 34 1.3 1.9 23 6.5
GED : 47.7 48.8 46.0 44.5 574 46.1 323
High school 34 3.5 34 2.5 3.9 3.0 3.2
Mathematics 60.5 60.9 598 . 56.0 65.5 58.1 . 545
Science 13.2 14.8 10.8 6.5 17.9 11.3 7.3
Other 22.0 22.8 20.8 20.4 24.0 20.2 20.2

Sample Size 5,246 2,989 2,257 666 2,286 1,598 1,362

SOURCE:  12- and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.

NOTE: Data pertain to program group members in the research sample. All estimates were calculated using sample
weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse. '
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TABLE 1IV4

VOCATIONAL TRAINING EXPERIENCES IN JOB CORPS FOR PROGRAM GROUP ENROLLEES

(Percentages)
Gender ' ~ Age
Females
All All with

Total Males Females Children 16to17 18t019 20to24

Took Vocational Training 88.4 89.0 87.6 853 88.8 88.0 88.3
Total Hours in Vocational
Training
0 13.1 12.7 13.6 16.2 12.8 13.3 13.2
1to 100 10.4 104 10.4 11.2 11.7 11.0 74
100 to 250 : 13.7 14.1 13.2 153 15.8 12.0 12.2
250 to 500 16.6 16.5 16.7 16.0 17.8 16.5 14.5
500 to 1,000 214 21.6 21.2 19.9 21.8 20.9 21.6
More than 1,000 24.8 24.7 249 21.5 20.1 26.3 31.1
(Average hours) 671.3 670.2 673.1 587.3 580.6 693.2 803.0
Number of Weeks Took
Vocational Training
0 12.3 11.8 13.1 15.6 12.0 12.7 12.4
4 or less 6.3 6.8 5.6 4.6 6.5 7.0 5.2
Sto13 18.9 194 18.0 21.6 21.1 18.0 16.0
13t0 26 19.9 19.4 20.7 19.4 21.1 19.1 19.0
26 t0 39 16.7 16.1 17.5 17.9 15.8 18.4 16.1
39t0 52 11.4 11.6 11.1 9.5 10.5 11.1 13.4
52t0 78 ' 10.0 10.4 9.3 8.1 94 9.2 11.9
More than 78 4.5 4.5 4.6 34 3.7 45 - 6.0
(Average weeks) 27.0 27.1 26.8 24.0 254 26.8 299
Vocational Trades Taken
Clerical 21.3 11.4 36.7 384 18.0 219 26.4
Health 14.6 5.7 28.7 28.2 13.6 14.2 17.0
Auto mechanics and
repair, heavy
equipment operator 73 10.7 2.1 1.2 82 6.1 7.5
Welding 7.0 9.7 2.7 1.7 8.0 6.1 6.2
Electrical 3.1 4.6 0.7 0.3 34 2.8 2.9
Other construction
trades 213 29.6 83 5.1 25.5 20.0 15.6
Food service 10.2 9.4 11.5 8.5 12.3 9.9 7.0
Electronics 0.8 1.1 0.3 04 0.5 1.0 1.0
Other . 213 24.3 16.5 13.4 19.8 23.2 215
Schedule of Classes
Every week 56.3 50.7 65.1 65.7 489 529 65.8
Alternate weeks 41.9 474 33.3 334 49.7 38.7 319
Other 1.8 1.9 1.6 0.9 1.3 2.1 2.2
Sample Size - 5,246 2,989 2,257 666 2,286 1,598 1,362
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TABLE IV .4 (continued)

SOURCE:  12- and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.

NOTE: Data pertain to program group members in the research sample. All estimates were calculated using sample
weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.
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students who enter Wim a high schdol credential and good basic skills to focus on vocational training
while taking a few required academic classes (for example, health education, barenting, world of
work). |

Job Corps participants studiéd a variety of trades. The most popular categories were clerical and
construction-related (about 21 percent each), followed by health (15 percent), food servic_e (10
percent), welding (7 percent), and auto mechanics and repair (7 percent).

The most notable difference among subgroups is that the yogngest students, nearly all of whom
did not possess é high schooi diploma or GED at emollmént, were more likely than older students
to say they taok both acaderﬁic classes and vocational training (Table IV.2). Moreover, the younger
students reported more hours of acadefnic classes than older students (465 compared wi.th 389 and
412, Table 1V.3) and fewer ilours of vocational training (581 compared with 693 and 803, Table
IV.4). Patterns similar to those of the younger students are also found for older students who
enrolled in Job Corps without already holding a high sghool credential. These patterns of
participation reflect the program’s emphasis on improQing academic skills and achieving a credential
for students who come with poor skillé, at the same time providing vocational training. Students
who already have a high school credential and good skills are encouraged to concentrate on
vocational training (though all must take ab feQ key .academic classes).! Also noteworthy is that,
within each age and ger_lder group, the experiences of students deéignated for residential slo_ts and

those designated for nonresidential slots were very similar (Table B.5).

8See Johnson et al. 1999.
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C. STUDENTS’ EXPERIENCES "AND PERCEPTIONS OF SELECTED OTHER
ACTIVITIES

In addrtron to formal academrc.and vocational instruction, Job Corps offers a broad rang.e of
activities that are designed to promote health, life skills, and workplace success. While we did not
gather detailed.data on all domairls of center experience, we did ask survey respondents abouttheir
experiences with selected activities beyond the core academic classroom i.nstruction and vocational

: tra1n1ng Our primary purpose was to assess.whether students part1c1pated in these activities and
whether they thought the activities were useful. (Table Iv. 5 describes the activities. ) Although we
asked about academrc classes and vocational training in both Job Corps and other programs we d1d
not ask about these other act1v1t1es for programs other than Job Corps. |

Most enrollees sa1d they part1c1pated in most of the key activities we asked about F igure IV.2
shows part1c1patron levels for each act1v1ty (Table B.2 shows data by gender and age). Almost 82
percent of enrollees reported having attended P/PEPs. Three-fourths said they took WOW classes,
health classes, and social skills training (SST). Nearly two-third of enrolle.es reported taking
parenting and cultural awareness classes. Just less than half of all enrollees took part in the drug land
alcohol pro.grams (AODA).

Job placement servlces was the. ohe area in which well under half of enrollees said they received
services (see also Table'B.3). Only 39 percent said Job Corps center staff or placement contractor
staff had helped them look for a joh. 'l‘his relatively low percentage is consistent with findings on
placement services reported in the process report. Johnson et al. (199.9) reported that placement
contractor staff resources are spread very thin because placement counselors are supposed to serve
all students leaving Job Corps for a period of six months. Placement contract managers estimated
that their counselors spend half to three-fourths of their time trying to contact former students, many
of whom are very mobile, difficult to find, and not interested in receiving placement assistance
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TABLE 1V.5

DESCRIPTION OF SELECTED JOB CORPS ACTIVITIES

Activity

Activity or Topics Covered

Progress/Performance Evaluation
Panels (P/PEP)

Department Providing the Activity

Led by the student’s counselor,
each panel includes a residential
living adviser, an education
instructor, a vocational instructor,
and the student

Meets 30 to 45 days after a student
enrolls, and then every 60 days
thereafter to review student
progress and performance, based
on ratings from staff who work
with the student

World of Work (WOW)

Offered through the academic
program

Introductory phase, taught shortly
after entry, covers general skills for
getting and keeping a job. Exit
readiness phase, taught shortly
before a student leaves, consists of
three units: (1) preparation of a
resume, cover letter, and job
application; (2) job sources and
interviewing; and (3) transition
issues

Health Education

Offered through the academic
department

Units on emotional and social well-
being, human sexuality, sexually

| transmitted diseases, HIV/AIDS,

nutrition, fitness, dental hygiene,
consumer health, and safety

Alcohol and Other Drugs of Abuse
Program (AODA)

A unit within Health Education,
with specialized counselors

Covers the Job Corps ZT policy,
anger control, building self-esteem,
and other topics to teach students
about decision making. Counselors
work with students who test
positive for drugs or alcohol upon
entry and with others who request
help

Cultural Awareness

Part of the Intergroup Relations
Program offered through the
academic department

Topics include living among
different cultural groups,
acceptance of differences, and
discussion of languages, music,
food, and art of specific cultural
groups

Parenting

Offered through the academic
department and required for all
students

Covers essential parenting skills

Social Skills Training (SST)

Offered through the residential
living department through small
discussion groups led by a
residential adviser

Curriculum has 50 lessons,
addressing topics like being left
out, honesty and accusation, giving
and accepting criticism

Placement Assistance

Provided by placement assistance
contractors

Assist student in finding a job or
further education after returning
home
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FIGUREIV.2

OTHER ACTIVITIES IN JOB CORPS

Progress/Performance Evaluation Panels (P/PEPs) .’ . 82

World of Work (WOW) - | 76
Social Skills Training (SST) ) 75
Health R 74

Cultural Awareness -JES

Parenting |8
Alcohol and Other Drugs of Abuse Program (AODA) -J8 48

g 39

Job Placement " BORE

l
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Percentage of Enrollees Reporting Participation in Activity

Source: 12-month and 30-month follow-up interviews.

o

69 12



services. This leaves very little time for working directly with former students to help them find
jobs.

Of those students who reported receiving job placement assistance, just over 41 percent said
they got a job as a result of the help they received (Table B.3). Thus, only about 16 percent of all
enrollees reported getting a job, as a result of placement assistance. This information also appears
to be broadly consistent with the administrative data information presented in the process report,
which indicates that about half of reported “placements” are “self-placements.” (Students who found
jobs on their own would be recorded as “placed” in the administrative data, although they might not
have received help.)

In addition to measuring whether enrollees participated in the selected activities shown in Table
IV.5, we asked students for their opinions about the usefulness of each activity (Table B.4).

| Specifically, the interview asked whether each activity helped “a lot,” “a little,” or “not at all.” While
subjective, the measure does show whether students thought the activities were useful.

. Of those who participated in each of the socialization activities, most stated that the activity was
helpful. Each program activity was reported to have helped “a lot” by 55 to 60 percent of
participants and “not at all” by only about 8 to 15 percent of participants. The remaining 25 to 34
percent (depending on the activity) said the program activity helped “a little.” Thus, for each

activity, between 85 and 92 percent of students said the activity helped a little or a lot.
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V. EDUCATION AND TRAINING :

“Job Corps provides intensive academic classroom instruction and vocational skills training to
increase the productivity, and hence the future earnings, of program participants. Chapter IV showed
that the typical Job Corps student stays in the program for an extended period (about eight months
on average). Furthermore, Job Corps serves primarily students without a high school credential
(about 80 percent of students do not have a GED or high school diploma at program entry). Thus,
participation in Job Corps probably increases the amount of education and training that participants
receive and increases their educational levels relative to what they would have been otherwise.

- This chapter describes the education and training experiences of program and control group
members and provides estimates of the impact of Job Corps on key education and training outcomes
during the 30 months after random assignment. We examine education and training experiences of
the program group, both in Jé)b Corps and elsewhere, to provide a complete picture of the services
they received. The education and training experiences of the control group are the “counterfactual”
for the study. Although control group members were not permitted to enroll in Job Corps for three
years after random assignment, they could enroll in all other progrmns available in their
communities. The control group’s experiences are a benchmark that shows what education and
training the program group would have engaged in had Job Corps not been available. The net
increase in education and training due to Job Corps depends critically on what education and training
the control group received and what education and training the program group received from other

sources, as well as the education and training the program group received in Job Corps.
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This chapter addresses three primary questions:
1. What amount and types of education and training would Job Corps participants receive
if they did not participate in Job Corps?

2. Do Job Corps participants receive more education and training than they would have
received if they had not participated in Job Corps?

3. Does Job Corps influence educational attainment as measured by the receipt of a GED,

vocational certificate, or college degree?

These questions were addressed using survey data on the education and training experiences of
sample members during thé 30-month follow-up period. The analysis used information on dates of
enrollment in education and training programs, the types of programs attended, time spent in
academic classes and vocational training, degrees received, and the highest grade completed at the
interview date. To compare education and training experiences of members of both the program and
control groups, we considered Job Corps along with all other programs, such as English as a Second
Language (ESL) and Adult Basic Education (ABE) programs, high school, GED programs,
vocational and technical schools, and two-year and four-year colleges. The bulk of education and
training for program group members who enrolled in Job Corps came from Job Corps, but some
enrollees and many program group members who ‘did not enroll in the program (that is, the
no-shows) received other types of education and training.

Our analysis distinguishes between academic classroom instruction and vocational training.
Academic instructiop included classes at regular school or college, as well as classes taken in some
other setting for the purpose of improving reading, writing, or mathematics skills; obtaining a GED
or high school diploma; or learning English as a second language. Vocational training was for a

specific job or occupation and might have been taken in any setting.
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We analyzed academic classroom instruction and specific vocational training separately,
because provision of both components is one hallmark of Job Corps. Thus, fully understanding Job
Corps and the counterfactual against which Job Corps is measured requires describing not only the
overall time spent in education and training, but also the time spent in its component parts: academic
classes and vocational training.

Many control group members received substantial amounts of education and training. More
than 64 percent participated in an education or training program during the 30 months after random
assignment. On average, they received 637 hours of education and training, roughly equivalent to
half a year of high school. Participation rates were highest in programs that substitute for Job Corps:
GED programs (35 percent), high school (31 percent), and vocational, technical, or trade schools (21
percent).

Job Corps substantially increased the education and training that program participants received,
despite the activity of the control group. Nearly 90 percent of the program group engaged in some
education or training, compared to about 64 percent of the control group (an impact of 25 percentage
points per eligible épplicant). The average program group member spent more than twice as many
hours in education and training as the average control group member (10.6 hours per week,
compared to 4.9 hours per week). In total, the typical program group member received 1,378 hours
of education and training, compared to 637 hours for the typical control group member. Job Corps
participants spent about 7.7 hours per week (1,001 hours in total) more in programs than they would
have if they had not enrolled in the program. This impact per participant corresponds to roughly one
school year.

The program group also spent significantly more time in academic classes, and even more in

vocational training. Program group members spent an average of 4.6 hours per week (598 hours in
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total) in academic classes, cor;lpared to 3.6 hours per week (468 héurs) for'the.c‘ont‘rol gr(;ﬁp (an
impact of 1 hour per week, or 130 hours in total). The program grouf‘) typically received abdut fduf
times more vocationél training than the control group (4.5 hours per week; c.o;ni)are.d tol };our per
wéék).

Job Corps increased the receipt of GED and vocational certiﬁcl:ates. but had small ﬁegativé
impacts on the attainment of a high school diploma. Among those without a high Ischool credentizlal.
at ran&om assignmeﬁt, about 35 percent of program group members (anci 40 percénf of progfarﬁ
group participants) obtained a GED during the 30-month period as compared to only 17 percent of
control group members (an impact of 18 percentage points per eligible applicaﬁt). Similariy, about
28 percent of prograrﬂ group' members (and 35 percent of Job Corps participants) reported receiving
a vocational certificate, éompared to about 8 percent of control group members (an impact ofﬂ20
percentage points). Among those without a credential at baseline, a slightly hiéher percentagé of
control groupvmem.ber‘s obtained a high school diploma (5.8 percent, compared to 4.3 percent of
program group memBérs). Although many of the younger control group rﬁembers attended higﬁ
school, most of those in high school did not graduate, because they attended forAan average of only
about nine months.

At 30 months after random assignment, college attendance and completion had not been
affected. About 9 percent of each research group attended a two-year college, and about 2.0 percent
attended a four-year c'ollege. Less than 1 percent obtained a two- or four-year college degree.

Finally, impacts on education and training were large across all subgroups defined by youth
characteristics. However, the pattern of impacts across age groups exhibited some differences. We
find no impacts on hours in academic classes for those 16 and 17 at application to Job Corps,
because nearly half of all control group members who were 16 and 17 attended academic classes in

L4
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high school. _However, impact§ on hou:s spent in acade_mic classes were large for th_e older_youths,
and hours spent in vocat.iouul uaiMug were lafge across all aée groups.

. The rest of the chapter pr‘(_)vides d¢tuils on our findings. Th{e_.ﬁ.rst section presents impact
estimates on paniuipation and tinie spent in education and training programs, and on types of
programs attended. This section_also discusses impact findings on time spent in academic classes
and vocationa_l training. In the second section, we present impacts on educational attainment.
Finall.y, we. preuent impacts for key subgroups. _Suppiementary tablgs are included in Appendix C.
A. IMPACTS ON PARTICIPATION AND TIME SPENT IN EDUCATION AND

TRAINING PROQRWS

This sectiqn compares the pa_rticipation in education and training programs of the full program
and control groups during the 30 months aﬁer‘ random assignment. We .e).(pected that these impacts
would be large during tue period soon after random assignment, because many program group
members were enrolled in Job Corps during this period. Job Corps might also increase participation
during the postprogram period, ueuause Job qups encourages students to pursue additional training

after finishing Job Corps and helps place them in such programs.

1. Impacts on Participation in Education and Training Programs

'Many control group members participated in education and training programs (Table V.1).
More than 64 percent of the control group participated in a program at sc'u‘ne point during the 30-
month follow-up period. Nearly one-fourth (and about 37 percent of those 1n brograms) attended
more than one program. Interestingly, the control group participation rate declined only slightly over
time. It was about 30 percent per quarter during the first five quarters (that is, fifteen months) after
random assignment and decreased to about 22 percent between quarters 8 and 10. These high

participation rates are not surprising, because cortrol group members demonstrated motivation to
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TABLE V.1

IMPACTS ON PARTICIPATION IN EDUCATION AND TRAINING PROGRAMS

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Percentage Ever Enrolled in a
Program During the 30 Months
After Random Assignment 89.7 64.4 25.4%*+ 100.0 34.8%** 53.3
Number of Programs Ever
Enrolled in (Percentages) : g
0 10.4 36.2 -25.9%+4 0.0 -35.5%x+
1 48.1 40.5 7.6 50.1 10.5 26.4
2 309 19.4 11.5 36.3 - 15.7 76.5
3 or more 10.7 39 6.8 13.6 93 2149
Average Number of Programs :
Ever Enrolled in 1.4 0.9 0.5%** 1.7 0.7*** 75.1
Percentage Enrolled in a
Program by Quarter After
Random Assignment .
1 75.5 28.8 46.7%** 93.9 64.1*** 2145
2 64.4 315 32.9%*+ 78.9 45.1*** 133.8
3 53.9 32.0 21.9*%** 64.2 30.1%** 88.2
4 454 322 13.2%** 51.9 18.1%** 53.4
5 40.2 29.7 10.5*** 45.0 14.4*** 46.9
6 323 26.2 6.1*** 349 8.3¥** 313
7 27.6 24.1 3.5%%+ 29.3 4.8%%* 19.5
8 24.6 22.6 2.0%* 25.4 2.7 12.1
9 229 220 0.9 233 1.3 5.7
10 214 219 -0.5 21.5 -0.6 -29
Percentage Enrolled in a
Program at 30 Months 15.7 15.8 -0.1 15.5 -0.1 -0.6
Sample Size 7,311 4,476 11,787 5,246

SOURCE:

NOTE:

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
*»*Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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Baseline, li-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.

All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.
Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the
selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

*Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group
members.

bEstimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate.

*The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean
outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

4The significance levels pertain to statistical tests for differences in the distribution of the outcome measure for program and control group
members. ' : '



obtain training by persisting with their Job Corps application to the point of being determined
eligible. Thus, it is not surpriSing that they' h.ad the motivation to fmd other programs.!?

‘Despite high control group participation rates, Job Corps substé.ntially increased participation
rates in education and training programs (Table V.1). Nearly 90 peréent of program group members
(and all program group members who enrolled in Job Corps) received some education or training
during the two-and-half-year observation period, compared to 64 percent of control group members--
an impact per eligible applicant of 25.4 percentage points. The impact per participant was 35
percentage points.

Consistent with this finding is that the typical program group member participated in more
programs than the typical control group member (1.4 programs as compared to 0.9 programs). Even
among those who participated in education Aand training programs, the program group participated
in more programs. For example, among those who attended programs, about 46 percent of program
group members enrolled in at least two programs, as compared to 37 percent of control group
members. As discussed below, this is because more than half of Job Corps participants enrolled in
another education or training program during the 30-month period (including programs attended
before and after they enrolled in Job Corps).

Figure V.1 plots quarterly participation rates in education and training programs by research

status. The figure shows the percentage of program and control group members who ever

'Less than 2 percent of control group members who attended programs before the 12-month
interview reported that their most important source of information about the program was the Job
Corps OA counselor. Thus, most learned about these programs from other sources (the most
common of which were friends, parents, school, and the media).

*These educational experiences pertain to eligible program applicants, and do not necessarily
pertain to the broader population of youths who were eligible for Job Corps but who did not apply
to the program.
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FIGURE V.1

PARTICIPATION RATES IN EDUCATION AND TRAINING PROGRAMS,
‘ ' "’ o BY QUARTER = '

Percentage Ever in Education or Training in Quarter
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‘Quarter After Random Assignment

Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews. . .

*Difference between the mean outcome for program and control group members is statistically
significant at the 5 percent level. This difference is the estimated impact per eligible applicant.
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participated in an education or trammg program (mcludmg Job Corps) dunng each of the 10 quarters
after random assrgnment | Drfferences in the program and control group participation rates are
estimated impacts per eligible applicant. The statistical significance of these quarterly impacts is
denoted by asterisks along the horizontal axi's.

The irnpacts on participation in education-related programs were concentrated in the first six
quarters (that is,._18 months) after random assignment. Impacts were large during this period,
because many program group members were enrolled in Job Corpe then.‘ The quarterly impacts,
however, decreased as program group members started leaving Job Corps, and these impacts were
not_statistically significant in quarters 9‘an~d 10. fhe impact per eligible applicant was about 47
percentage points\itl quarter-1 and dééreased to 22 percentage points in quarter 3 and 11 percentage
points in quarter 5. The impact was about 3.5 percentage points in quarter 7 and near zero in
quarters 9 and 10. About 16 percent of both research groups were enrolled in a program during the
last week of t}re éb-month follow—upperiod..

The finding that similar percentages of program and control group members were enrolled in
programs during the postprogram period is important, because it suggests that impacts on
employment and eamings.'l‘ate-in the 30-month period were not affected by differences in school

enrollment rates by research status.

2. Impacts on Time Spent in Education and Training Programs

We report two period-specific measures of time spent in education and training programs: (1)
proportion of weeks spent in programs, and (2) hours per week spent in programs.-The measures
Were constructed by dividing the total Vweeks‘ (or nours) spent in programs during the period by the
number of weeks in the period. The measures were set to zero for those who did not participate in
education or training programs dnring the period.
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Consistent with the participation findings, impacts on time spent in education and training were
positive and large (Table V.2). Program gfoup members spent an average of 32 percent of weeks
in programs, compared to 21 percent of weeks for control group members (an impact of 11
percentage points per eligible applicant). Similarly, program group members spent more than twice
as many hours in programs (an average of 10.6 hours per week, as compared to an average of 4.9
hours per week for the control group). Over the entire 30-month (130-week) period, program group
members received an average of 1,378 hours of education and training, whereas control group
members received an average of 637 hours. Job Corps participants spent about 7.7 hours per week
(1,001 hours in total) more in programs than they would have if they had not enrolled in Job Corps.
This impact per participant corresponds to roughly one school year. The impact on hours was larger
proportionately than the impact on weeks, because Job Corps involves more hours per week than
most alternative education and training programs.

Not surprisingly, the time profile of the quaﬁerly impacts on hours per week in programs closely
resembles that of the impacts on program participation rates (Figure V.2). Impacts were largest
during the period when many program group members were enrolled in Job Corps, and these impacts
decreased as they left the program. Although impacts were positive toward the end of the follow-up

period, they were small.

3. Impacts on the Types of Programs Attended
Control group members were not permitted to enroll in Job Corps for three years after random
assignment. However, many did enroll in other education and training programs in their

. communities. Therefore, Job Corps opportunities offered to eligible applicants probably reduce their
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TABLE V.2

IMPACTS ON TIME SPENT IN EDUCATION AND TRAINING PROGRAMS

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure Group Group Applicant* Participants Participant®  Participation®
Percentage of Weeks in Education
or Training During the 30 Months
After Random Assignment
0 : 114 38.1 -26.7%+% 0.0 -36.6**+
01t00.25 37.0 31.5 55 39.0 75 23.9
0.25 to 0.50 29.2 15.2 14.0 35.0 19.3 122.7
0.50t0 0.75 13.4 9.6 37 15.6 5.1 48.9
0.75to 1.00 9.1 5.7 34 10.4 4.7 82.2
Average Percentage of Weeks
Ever in Education or Training 31.7 20.8 10.9%** 36.3 14.9*%** 70.0
Hours per Week Ever in
Education or Training
(Percentage)
0 11.5 382 -26.7%** 0.0 -36.6**¥
Oto5 25.2 31.7 -6.5 222 -8.9 -28.6
S5to 10 19.7 12.6 7.1 229 9.7 73.8
10to 15 16.1 7.3 88 19.9 12.0 152.9
More than 15 275 10.2 17.3 35.0 237 211.3
Average Hours per Week Ever in
Education or Training 10.6 49 5.6%** 12.8 T THH 1533
Average Hours per Week in
Education or Training by Quarter
1 20.7 53 15.4%** 26.7 21 1%** 3774
2 20.3 6.2 14.2%** 26.2 19.4*** 287.7
3 16.1 6.2 9.9%** 203 13.6%** 201.9
4 12.0 58 6.2%** 14.7 8.5**¥ 137.7
5 938 55 4.4%** 1.7 6.0%** 105.8
6 7.7 4.9 2.8%%* 8.9 3.9%%* 77.5
7 6.1 43 1.8%** 6.9 2.5%%% 56.9
8 5.2 39 ].2%** 5.7 1.7%%* 42.8
9 43 3.6 0.7*** 4.7 1.0*** 26.0
10 38 3.3 0.5*** 4.0 0.6*** 18.5
Sample Size 7,311 4,476 11,787 5,246
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NOTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the

selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

*Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group

members.

YEstimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate.

“The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean

outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

4The significance levels pertain to statistical tests for differences in the distribution of the outcome measure for program and control group

members.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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FIGURE V 2

AVERAGE HOURS PER WEEK IN EDUCATION AND TRAINING PROGRAMS
BY QUARTER

Average Hours per Week in Education or Training in Quarter

Control

Group

1* 2% 3* 4* 5* 6* 7* 8 o* 10*
Quarter After Random Assignment

Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews. -

*Difference between the mean outcome for program and control group members is statistically
significant at the 5 percent level. This difference is the estimated impact per eligible applicant.
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participation in other programs that may éi;bstituté for Job Corps, such as high school, GED
progran;s, a;nd \i/‘o-clation‘al anc'i-{t‘echnical‘schools. ItlS véry impo'rtz;ﬁt: to éxafnine irripa;t; on the time
spent in these alternative programs, because the net costs of participation in these programs will
offset the costs of participation in Job C(l)rp{s in the bénéﬁt-cost anal.ysis.”(whi.ch will be conducted
as part of the analysis of impacts at 48 months after random assignment.)

Figure V.3 displays data on participation of the program and control groupé in several types of
education and training programs. Table V.3 provides more detaills:‘ on the calculations;

As noted above, more than 64 percent of the control group attended programs other than Job
Corps.® Participation rates among the control group were highest for programs thlat could be
considered close substitutes fo; pr Corps: GED programs (35 percent); high school (31 percent);
vocational, technical, or tréde schools (21 percent); and ESL or ABE classes (8 percent). Only small
percentages .Of the{ contrqlvgroup attended two-year colleges (9 percent) or four-year colleges (2
percent).

As expected, control group members Were m(')re likely than program group members to enroll
in a program other than Job Corps during the 30-month period (64 percent as compared to 54
percent). The differences in participation rates in‘high school, GED. programs, voc_:at'ionall sg_hoc_ils,
and ABE and ESL programs are statistically signiﬁcant. There were no differences in enrollment
rates in two- or four-year colleges.

Impacts on time spent in alternative education and training programs follow similar patterns

(Table C.1). However, the impact on time spent in alternative programs is proportionately larger

than the impact on participation rates, because control group members who attended alternative

3About 0.5 percent reported enrolling in Job Corps, which is almost identical to the figure from
Job Corps program data.
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TABLE V.3

IMPACTS ON PARTICIPATION IN EDUCATION AND TRAINING PROGRAMS,

BY TYPE OF PROGRAM
Estimated Impact ~ Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Types of Prograins Ever
Attended During the 30 Months
After Random Assignment
(Percentage) .
Job Corps 72.9 0.5 72.4%** 100.0 99.3%**
Any program other than Job
Corps 53.9 64.2 -10.4*** 50.9 -14.2%** 219
ABE or ESL? 6.0 7.8 S WAk 5.4 2.4%%* -30.8
GED! 243 347 -10.4%** 20.8 -14.3%%* -40.7
High school® 21.8 30.5 -8. 7% 21.0 -12.0%** -36.3
Vocational, technical, or
trade school 17.8 20.8 2.9%*% 16.8 -4.0%** -193
Two-year college 8.5 9.0 -0.4 83 -0.6 -6.9
Four-year college 1.9 2.1 -02 1.6 -0.3 -13.7
Other 2.2 - 3.0 -0.9%*#* 2.0 -1.2%%» -37.8
Sample Size 7,311 4,476 11,787 5,246

SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.

NoOTE: All estimates were calculated using sainple weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse. Standard
errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the selection of areas
slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

*Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group
members.

®Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate.

*The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean
outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

4Figures pertain to sample members who did not have a high school credential at random assignment.
*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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programs did so for longer periods than their program group counterparts (Table C.2). For example,
among those who attended high school, control group members were enrolled for an average of 38
weeks (appr().ximatély nine .months) as compared to an averagé of 26 wéek_s for program group
members.* Among those who enrollgd m two-year collqges, the congspor_lding periods of enrollment
were nearly 40 weeks for the control group and 36 weeks for the program group.

While impacts on -pgrticipatjon in alternative programs are slte;tistically s.igﬁjﬁcant,..we were
surprised at how small they were. Program group members made considerable use of these same
programé, which increased impacts on education and training and reduced the offset to Job Corps
program costs. To understand more fully thé education and training experiences of the program
group outside Job Corps, we tabulated enrollment rates in these programs for Job Corps participants
before and after they enrolled in Job Corps, and for the no-shows (Table V .4).

About 18 percent of J ob Corps participants attended an education program dliring the follow-up

period before they enrolled in Job Corps (that is, between their random assignment and Job Corps

enrollment dates). Not surprisingly, most of this activity was high school attendance. This finding

is consistent with the fact that about one-quartér of eligible épplicants in our sample were in school
in the month prior to application to Job Corps (Schoc‘het‘ 199§a), and thlus some ;vere still enrolled
at random assigﬁfnent (that is, when they were:det.eﬁnined to be eligible for the program).

About 40 percent of Job Corps participants enrolled in an education or training program after

leaving Job Corps.® Over one-fourth of Job Corps terminees attended GED programs (18 percent)

*These figures were calculated using the results that control group attendees were enrolled for
29.3 percent of weeks during the 130-week period, compared to 19.8 percent of weeks for program
group attendees.

’Some youths reported being enrolled in programs outside Job Corps while also enrolled in Job
Corps. These programs were excluded from Table V .4.
140
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S CoT : TABLE V.4

PARTICIPATION IN EDUCATION AND TRAINING PROGRAMS OTHER THAN
JOB CORPS FOR JOB CORPS PARTICIPANTS AND NO-SHOWS
(Percentages)

Job Corps Participahts

Programs Ever Attended Other than Pre- Post-

" Job Corps : : . enrollment enrollment No-Shows
Any Program o _ 18.4 39.5 61.5
ABE/ESL? 1.8 3.4 7.8

‘GED* 27 17.9 34.5
High School® 14.3 93 236
" Vocational, Technical, or Trade School 2.8 13.8 21.0
Two-Year College 0.5 7.3 2.8
AFour-Year College ' 0.0 1.6 9.1
Other - Y 12 28

SOURCE Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-
month interviews. :

NoTE:  All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey
designs and interview nonresponse.

*Figures pertain to sample members who did not have z{high school credential at random assignment.
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or returned to high school (9 percent). This group is composed of students who went to Job Corps
but did not obtain a high school credential and decided to. go back to school in their home
community. Nearly one-fourth enrolled in vocational or trade schools (14 percent), two-year
colleges (7 percent) or four-year colleges (2 percent). While some of these students did not complete
Job Corps, this pattern of participation is more consistent with first completing Job Corps and then
seeking advanced training after termination.

Finally, many of the 27 percent of program group members who never participated in Job Corps
(the no-shows) enrolled in other programs. About 62 percent enrolled in a program during the 30-
month period. Interestingly, the pattern of participation in non-Job Corps programs for this group

closely follows the pattern for control group members.

4. Impacts on Participation in Academic Classes and Vocational Training

On the basis of results discussed thus far, we might expect large impacts on time spent in
academic classes and vocational training. Job Corps substa[ntially increased time spent in education
and training programs during the 30-month period, and most program group Job Corps enrollees
participated extensively in the academic and vocational program components.

We also expect larger impacts on the amount of vocational training than on the amount of
academic classroom instruction. Control group members who attended education and training
programs predominantly enrolled in high school and GED programs, which are academic programs.®
A small percentage enrolled in vocational programs. Thus, control group members were more likely

to receive academic classroom instruction than vocational training, whereas program group members

Students who said they were attending a GED course were assumed to be in an academic
program. Students who said they were attending high school were asked separately about academic
and vocational instruction.
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received significant amounts of both. Analysis of impacts on participation in academic instruction
and vocational training confirmed these expectations.’

Program group members received substantially more academic classroom instruction than did
control group members (Figure V.4 and Table V.5). About 80 percent of program group members
(and 89 percent of Job Corps participants) ever took academic classes during the 30 months after
random assignment, as compared to 55 percent of control group members (an impact of 25
percentage points per eligible applicant). Similarly, the impact per eligible applicant on hours per
week in academic classes was 1 hour (an average of 4.6 hours for the program group and 3.6 hours
for the control group). These figures translate to about 600 hours of academic classroom training
for the typical program group member over the 30-month period and 470 hours for the typical
control group member. Not surprisingly, impacts occurred primarily during the first 12 months after
random assignment (the in-program period).

Impacts on the amount of vocational training were larger (Figure V.4 and Table V.6). The
percentage of program group members who received vocational training was more than three times
that for the control group (72 percent as compared to 21 percent). Furthermore, average hours per
week in vocational training was more than four times higher for the program group (4.5 hours per
week, compared to 1.0 hour per week for the control group). Program group members had an

average of 585 hours of vocational training over the 30-month period, compared to 130 hours per

"The part of the 30-month follow-up questionnaire that collected information on academic and
vocational training was changed in the middle of data collection to correct an error in the
instrument’s skip logic. Therefore, results on vocational and academic training are based on a
restricted sample consisting of those whose 30-month interview took place after April, 1998, or
about 45 percent of the full 30-month sample. The information on these sample members is believed
to be accurate, and any differences between those interviewed early and later in the cycle are likely
to be equally present, on average, in both program and control groups. Thus, the impact estimates,
though probably unbiased, may not be fully representative of the full sample.
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FIGURE V4

PARTICIPATION IN ACADEMIC CLASSES AND VOCATIONAL TRAINING
DURING THE 30 MONTHS AFTER RANDOM ASSIGNMENT

100 Percentage Ever Received Services

79.5
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60 +—— 54.6

40 +——

20 +——

Academic Classroom Instruction* Vocational Training*

30 Average Percentage of Weeks Received Services

25

21.0

16.5

Academic Classroom Instruction*

Average Hours per Week Received Services

5 46
4 30
3
2
] ]
0 - ; _ - .
Academic Classroom Instruction* Vocational Training*

W Program Group [ Control Group

Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews.

*Difference between the mean outcome for program and control group members is statistically
significant at the 5 percent level. This difference is the estimated impact per eligible applicant.
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TABLE V.5

IMPACTS ON PARTICIPATION IN ACADEMIC CLASSES

: Estimated Impact ~ Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Percentage Ever Took Academic
Classes During the 30 Months
After Random Assignment 79.5 54.6 24.9*** © 893 . 341 61.9
Percentage in Academic Classes,
by Quarter After Random
Assignment . ' -
1 62.7 25.0 37.7%%* 717 o 517 199.4
2 497 . 255 24 1%** 60.5 . . 33.1%*+ 120.9
3 34.4 249 9.4%** 395 13.0%** 48.8
4 28.1 253 2.8** 29.9 3.8** 14.7
5 294 253 4. 1%xx 317 5.6%** 214
6 223 20.8 1.6 23.2 22 10.2
7 19.0 18.8 0.2 19.4 0.3 1.7
8 17.0 16.9 0.0 16.9 0.1 0.4
9 15.6 17.3 -1.7 15.4 23 -13.1
10 144 16.0 -1.6 14.1 2.3 -13.8
Average Percentage of Weeks in
Academic Classes : - o
All months 21.0 16.5 4.5 233 . 6.2*** 36.4
Months 1 to 12 309. 18.7 12.2%** 363 - . 16.7*** 852
Months 13 to 24 166 162 04 17.1 - - 0.5 29
Months 25 to 30 116 12.6 -1.0 11.4 -14 -10.7
4.6 3.6 1.0*** 5.1 1.4*** 357
Average Hours per Week in : :
Academic Classes . e
All months 4.6 3.6 1.0%** 51 - L 14 35.7
Months 1to 12 6.9 4.7 2.34%* 82 T30 60.6
Months 13 to 24 3.7 34 03 38 . 0.5 13.8
Months 25 to 30 2.3 2.3 0.0 2.3 0.0 0.1
Sample Size 3,262 2,039 5,301 2,342
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NOTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal wenghtmg of the data and clustering caused by the
selection of areas slated for in-person 1nterv1ew1ng at baseline.

*Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weightéd tmeans for program and control group
members.

Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps Standard errors for these estimates were mﬂated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate. ) '

¢The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean
outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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IMPACTS ON PARTICIPATION IN VOCATIONAL TRAINING

TABLE V.6

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Percentage Ever Received Vocational
Training During the 30 Months After
Random Assignment 71.5 20.9 50.6*** 91.0 69.4%*+ 320.7
Percentage Received Vocational
Training, by Quarter After Random
Assignment
1 56.4 5.0 51.4*** 76.4 70.6*** 1,212.8
2 499 54 44.5% %+ 67.1 61.0*** 1,003.4
3 37.1 5.1 32.0%+* 49.2 43.9* 825.0
4 257 5.9 19.8**+ 33.2 27,142 450.9
5 24.1 6.9 17.2%% 304 23.6*** 346.8
6 16.2 6.2 10.0*** 20.2 13.7%*+ 213.1
7 11.8 58 6.1%** 14.2 8.3+ 142.4
8 9.2 6.1 RN b 10.8 4244+ 62.9
9 7.9 58 2. ] 9.1 2.9%** 46.5
10 7.6 58 1.8** 8.4 2.5%¢ 42.8
Average Percentage of Weeks
Received Vocational Training
All months 18.4 47 13.7% 235 18.8**+ 3914
Months 1 to 12 314 4.8 26.5%** 41.6 36.4** 703.8
Months 13 to 24 12.0 4.8 7.2%%# 14.6 9.9%*+ 205.7
Months 25 to 30 64 44 2.0%** 7.1 2,744+ 62.1
Average Hours per Week Received
Vocational Training
All months 4.5 1.0 3.5 58 4.8 490.7
Months 1 to 12 76" 1.0 6.6%** 10.1 9.1%*+ 9523
Months 13 to 24 29 1.1 1.9%#+ 3.6 2.6%*+ 255.7
Months 25 to 30 1.5 1.0 0.5 1.7 0.7**+* 72.9
Sample Size 3,262 2,039 5,301 2,342
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NoTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the

selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

* Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group members.

®Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of program
group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error in the Job Corps

participation rate.

¢ The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean outcome

for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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control group member. Impacts were largest during the first year after random assignment, when
many program group members were enrolled in Job Corps, although they were still positive and

statistically significant during months 13 to 24 and even months 25 to 30.

B. IMPACTS ON EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

Job Corps substantially increased the overall time youths devoted to education and training
programs, as well as time devoted to academic instruction and vocational trainiﬁg. Did these
increases in effort lead to gains in the attainment of GED certiﬁcatés, vocational certificates, and
college degrees or to gains in years of school completed?

job Corps could affect attainment of a high school credential and a vocational certificate,
because of both the additional time devoted to training and the emphasis placed on reaching these
milestones. In all Job Corps centers, the academic department emphasizes helping students who do
not have a high school credential at program entry to obtain a GED. About one-quarter of centers
are also accredited to grant a high school diploma. Reflecting the importance that program managers
attach to these goals, the Job Corps performance measurement system incorporates strong incentives
promoting it. At the time program group members were enrolled, éerformance ratings of center
operators depended directly on how many students earned a GED or diploma.

A defining feature of the Job Corps vocational education program is its emphasis on
competency-based instruction. Each trade follows a prescribed plan of activities and has criterion-

referenced measurements that are used to verify student competencies in each of the skills required

of an entry-level position in an occupation. Students receive vocational certificates at various step-

off levels. Currently, performance ratings depend on ensuring that students complete Job Corps and
secure jobs or postprogram training. Obtaining a GED or completing vocational training are
requisites for defining a student as a Job Corps completer.
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It is unclear whether Job Corps is likely to affect attainment of a high school diploma. On the
one hand, as noted, about one-quarter of Job Corps centers can grant state-recognized high school
diplomas. On the other hand, the alternative to Job Corps includes a substantial amount of

attendance in high school. Which effect is stronger is an émpirical question.

1. Impacts on the Attainment of a High School Credential

Job Corps had a large positive impact on GED completion for thg 80 percenti\bfyduths without
a high school credential at random assignment (Figure V.5 anci Table V.7). Of l'th()se vxlrho did not
already have a high school credential, 35 percent of the prograrn-'grbup and 17 pefcent of .the control
group received a GED, an 1mpact of 18 percentage points per ehglble applicant. About 40 percent
of program group members who enrolled in Job Corps without a credentlal received a GED
certificate.

Few youths without a high school credential at random assignment obtained a high school
diploma, although slightly more control group members did so (Figure V.5 and Table V.7). Among
those without a credential at baseline, 5.8 percent of control group imembers obtained a high school
diploma, as compared to 4.3 percent of program group members (a statistically significant impact
of -1.5 percentage points per eligible applicanf). As discussed, about 30 percent of dropouts in the
control group enrolled in high school. Thus, just 20 percent of those who attended high school
obtained a high sghool diploma. This low completion rate was due to the fact that high school
attendees attended for an average of only about nine months, while the average dropout had

completed less than the tenth grade at the time of Job Corps enrollment.
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FIGURE V.5

DEGREES, DIPLOMAS, AND CERTIFICATES RECEIVED

Percentage Ever Received Credential

40 39.2
279 |
8.3
43 >8 |
-_ 05 0.7
GED or GED™ High School Vocational = Two-Year or
High School Diplomd*  Certificate* Four-Year
Diploma™* Degree

Ml Program Group  [JControl Group

Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews.

®Figures pertain to those who did not have a high school credential at random assignment.

*Difference between the mean outcome for program and control group members is statistically
significant at the 5 percent level. This difference is the estimated impact per eligible applicant.
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TABLE V.7

" IMPACTS ON EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure Group Group " Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Degrees, Diplomas, and
Certificates Received During 30
Months After Random
Assignment (Percentage)
GED certificate or high
school diploma’ 39.2 23.1 16.1*** 43.8 22.1%*+ 101.8
GED certificate’ 349 17.3 17.6*** 40.0 24.1%*+ 151.0
High school diplomd’ 43 5.8 -1.5%* 38 -2.0%** -34.7
Vocational, technical, or
trade certificate 279 83 19.5%** 35.1 26.8%** 3225
College degree (two-year or
four-year) 0.5 0.7 -0.2 0.5 -0.3 -36.1
Highest Grade Completed at the
30-Month Interview
Less than 9 7.1 7.1 0.0 7.4 0.0 -0.6
9to 11 63.2 62.4 08 64.6 1.1 1.8
12 25.2 254 -0.2 24.1 -0.3 -1.2
Greater than 12 45 5.1 -0.6 3.8 -0.8 -16.7
Average Highest Grade
Completed 10.6 10.7 0.0 10.6 -0.1 -0.5
Sample Size 7,311 4,476 11,787 5,246
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NoOTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the
selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

*Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group

members.

bEstimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate.

¢The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean

outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

9Figures pertain to sample members who did not have a high school credential at random assignment.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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Overall, program group dropouts were much more likely than control group dropouts to obtain
a high school credential (either a GED certificate or a high school diploma) during the 30-month
period (39 percent, compared to 23 percent). These impacts were large, because Job Corps slightly
reduced the high school diplomg completion rate but more than doubled the GED completion rate.

The rate of high school completion for the control group was similar to the rate for low income
dropouts based on data from the 1988 National Education Longitudinal Study (NELS). Among low-
income 1988 eighth-graders who dropped out of high school at least once between 1988 and 1992,
about 20 percent received a GED by 1994 (as compared to 17 percent of the control group), and
about 13 percent obtained a high school diploma by 1994 (as compared to about 6 percent of the
control group).®

The high school diploma and the GED are both meant to certify completion.of a secondary
school education. However, some have argued that a GED is worth less than a diploma in the labor
market (Heckman and Cameron 1993; and Boesel et al. 1998), although the empirical evidence is
mixed. Furthermore, it may be that a GED earned through a special program such as Job Corps is
more valuable than one earned, for example, as a result of a narrowly focused test-preparation
course. Whether the observed impacts on educational attainment lead to longer-term labor market
success must remain an unanswered question, at least for now and most likely in the longer run as

well ?

8See Berktpld et al. 1998.

9When interpreting Job Corps impacts on employment and earnings, we will not be able to
determine how much of the impacts were due to the attainment of a credential and how much were
due to the many other elements of Job Corps that are designed to promote labor market success.
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2. Impacts on the Attainment of a Vocational Certificate

Job Corps had very large -irhpacts on the attainment of a vocational certificate (Figure V.5 and
Table V.7). The estimated impact was 20 percentage points (28 percent of the program group
received a vocational certificate, compared to 8 percent of the control group), and is even larger than
the GED impact.

The emphasis given to documenting progress and certifying vo;;ational completic_)n in Job Corps
~ creates a need for caution in interpreting these large impacts. The t.micllue. structure éf Job Corps may
have made program group members more likely to receive a vocation_al certificate ‘Ithan control group
members who achieved similar levels of competency in alternative vocational prc')'grams. Still, the
impacts on vocational certification are in line with impacts on receipt of vocational train.ing, which

lends credence to the findings.

3. Impacts on the Attainment of é College Degree

As discussed, ve‘ry few mgmbers of either the control group or the program group attended two-
year or four-year colleges during the 30 months after random assignment. Thus, very few, only
about 0.6 percent of youﬁ in both groups, earned a two- or four-year college degree (Figure V.5 and
Table V.7). | o |

Results from the 48-montﬁ follow-up survey might reveal more college cqmpletion. However,
because few sample members enrolled in two-year colleges and even fewer in four-year colleges
during the 30-month period, we do not exbect to observe large impacts on the receipt of college

degrees at 48 months.
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4. Impacts on Highest Grade Completed

Because we find few differences by research status in the attainment of high school diplomas

or college degrees, it is not surprising that we find no impact on years-of formal schooling completed

at the 30-month interview (Table V.7). The average highest grade completed was about 10.6 for
both groups (as compared to 10.1 for both groups at random assignment), and the distributions of
highest grade completed were nearly identical for the two groups. -These results are due to the fact
that youth who attended formal school did not remain there for substantial periods of time.

These results suggest that Job Corps does not affect the educational attainment as measured by
self-reported grade completion, which presumably includes only formal schooling and thus captures
only one dimension of education. Those who participated in GED programs or: other academic
courses outside a regular high school were not likely to have reported a change in their highest grade
completed, nor were those whose training activities were vocational.

Self-reports of highest grade completed are somewhat unreliable. This is evident in the
compaﬁson of 'repo;'ts by the same indi.vidual from one interview to the.next, whicﬁ showed many
inconsistent-responses, such as “highest” gréde levels that went down over time. Indeed, reée;rchers
who st;ldyveducatiénal a’;;faini.llent héve noted the presence of measufemenf error in t‘h.is kind of
report (Ashenfelter and Krueger 1994). We estimated impacts using a number of alterﬁative
measures.of highest grade cc;mpietéd, including the maximum report and an “edited” version based
on altem'ativev rules for eliminating or recoding certain suspicious 6r inconsiétént cases-. The
parﬁcular correction did affect the final attainment levels, butlit haﬂ no effect dn thé finding that

program and control group differences were negligible.
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C. FINDINGS FOR SUBGROUPS
This section presents data on the education and training experiences of key subgroups defined
by youth characteristics at baseline. We focus our discussion on subgroupé defined by age at

application to Job Corps and high school credential status at random assignment. These subgroups

 are of particular interest because of substantial differences in their skill levels and educational needs

at baseline.

In the rest of this section, we present'evidence that for broad gf.oups of youths served by JoB
Corps, the program had a very large effect on time spent in education and training and on the
attainment-of a GED (for those without a high school credential at baseline) and vocational
certificate. First, we present findings for subgroups defined by age and high school credential status.
We examine the experiences of (1) those 16 and 17, (2) those 18 to 24 who did not have a high
school credential, and (3) those 18 to 24 who had a high school credential. Nearly all those in our
sample who were 16 and 17 years old did not have a high school credential, compared to 73 percent
of those 18 and 19 and 50 percent of those 20 to 24. We combined the 18- and 19-year-old dropouts
with the 20- to 24-year-old dropouts, because the education and training experiences and impact
findings were very similar fof these groups. For similar reasons, we also combined the two older -
groups with a high school credential. Then, we briefly present findings on key outcomes for other
youth subgroups defined by gender, residential designation status, arrest history, race, and date of
application to Job Corps. We present findings using a series of figures and charts. Appendix Tables

C.4 to C.6 present more details.

1. Impacts by Age and High School Credential Status
Our impact findings for subgroups defined by age and educational level at baseline were largely

due to subgroup differences in the experiences of control group members. Program group
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experiences varied less because, as discussed in Chapter IV, all subgroups of participants received
substantial amounts of education and training in Job Corps. We first discuss the control group

experiences, then the impact findings.

a. Control Group Experiences

Among.the control group, levels of participation in education and training programs were higher
for those 16 and 17 than for the older youth (Figure V.6). About 77 percent of those 16 and 17 ever
enrolled in éprogram during the 30-month period, compared to 58 percent of the older youth without
a high school credential at baseline and 50 percent of the older graduates. Similarly, the youngest
control group members spent an average of 7.2 hours per week (936 hours during the 30-month
period) in programs, whereas the older groups spent only about 3.3 hours per week in programs
(about 429 hours in total).

The time profile of participation in programs also differed for the younger and older control
group members, although similar percentages were in programs late in the observation period
(Tables C.4 to C.6). About 44 percent of the 16- and 17-year-olds were enrolled in programs during
éach of the first five quarters after random assignment, but the participaﬁon rate dipped to about 31
percent in quarter 7 and 24 percent in quarter 10. The participatioﬁ rate for the oldér groups,
however, remained constant at about 20 percent per quarter throughout the follow-up perioa.
Importantly, the control (and program) group participation rates were similar for all groups during
the postprogram period, so the eMngs impacts were not differentially affected by differences in
school énrollment rates.

The younger control group members spent more time in programs than the older ones, because
they spent much more time in academic classes--but not in vocational training (Figure V.6). The
typical 16- and 17-year-old control group member spent 5.7 hours per week in academic classes but
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FIGURE V.6
PARTICIPATION AND HOURS PER WEEK IN EDUCATION AND TRAINING PROGRAMS

FOR CONTROL GROUP MEMBERS, BY AGE AND HIGH SCHOOL
CREDENTIAL STATUS AT BASELINE

Percentage Ever Enrolled During 30-Month Period
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. Ages 16 and 17
[:] Ages 18 to 24 Without a High School Credential
&5 Ages 18 to 24 with a High School Credential

Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews.

*Difference between the mean outcome for program and control group members is statistically
significant at the 5 percent level. This difference is the estimated impact per eligible applicant.

02 136



‘only 0.8 hours per week in vocational training (so that nearly 90 percent of total hours spent in

programs were spent in acade‘mic;, classes). On the other hand, the older high school completers
spent more than double the hours in vocational training (an average of 2.1 hours per week) and spent
an equal number of hours in academic classes.

These findings reflect the types of programs that control group members attended (Figure V.7).
Many 16- and 17-year-olds attended academic programs, but fewer went to vocational programs.
About half of these youth attended high school, and ébqut 40 percent attendéél'é_iiD programs. Only
about 18 ;;erce_nt attended vocational and technicall's'évl‘iools, and about 6 perc;:_nt émolled in two-year
colleges. Because most of the schooling for this gr,dpp took place in high school énd GED programs,
it is not surprising that the youngest control grou;; members received large amounts of academic
classroom instruction and small amounts of vocational training.

In contrast, the older graduates tended to enroll in programs that offer vocational training: nearly
30 percent enrolled in vocational schools, and 20 percent enrolled in two-year colleges. Thus, these
youth received more vocational training than their counterparts. Participation rates among the older
dropouts were largest in GED programs (about 30 percent) and voc_:ational programs (about 19

percent); only about 14 percent enrolled in high school.

b. Impact Findings

The ir_npactsl on overali measures of parti_cipatibn iﬁ education and tfaining programs were very
large for each subgroup (Figure V.8). However, they were somewhat smaller for the 16- and 17-
year-olds because of high control group participation rates for this group. The impact per eligible
applicant on hours per week spent in programs was about 44.1 hours per week (533 hours in total) for

the yoﬁngest group and about 7 hours per week (910 hours in total) for the two older groups.
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FIGURE V.8

PARTICIPATION AND HOURS PER WEEK IN EDUCATION AND TRAINING PROGRAMS,
BY AGE AND HIGH SCHOOL CREDENTIAL STATUS AT BASELINE
Ages 16 and 17
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Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews.
*Difference between the mean outcome for program and control group members is statistically
significant at the 5 percent level. This difference is the estimated impact per eligible applicant.
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Impacts on time spent in academic classroom training were large and statistically significant for
the older youth, but not for those 16 and 17 (Figure V.8). We find no impacts on time spent in
academic classes for those 16 and 17, because many control group membersji‘n ti‘liS ér;mp regeived
intensive academic classroom instruction in high school and in GED programs. However, we find
large positive i:ﬁpacts on the receipt of academic services for the two older groupé; because the older
control group members were less likely tpl barticipate in academic-intensive proér'ams, whereas the
older Job Corps participants in the progféin group received some academic insu'u.cti'on in Job Corps.

Impacts on timc;. spent in vocational training, however, were very large and positive for each
subgroup. frogram group members typically received about three to four times more hours in
vocational training than control group members.

Finally, we find large impacts on the receipt of certificates emphaéized by Job Corps, but no
impacts on the attainment of a high school diploma or college degree (Figure V';9). Impacts on the
receipt of a GED were similarly large for both the younger and older dropouts. Althbugh there were
no impacts on time spent in academics for those 16 and 17, we find large impacts on the attainment
of a GED, because of the emphasis that Job Corps places on it. Impacts on the receipt of a high
school diploma were negative, but small, for both dropout groups, because of the low rates of high
school complefion among the control group (only about 5.8 percent of all control group dropouts
attained a diploma). Impacts on the receipt of a vocational cg;tiﬁcaté were also very large for all
groups. Finally, at 30 months, Job Corps had‘ no effect on the recéipt of é Mo-yem or four-year

college degree for those who had a high s.chool. credential at baseline. .
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FIGURE V.9

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT, BY AGE AND HIGH SCHOOL CREDENTIAL STATUS

AT BASELINE '
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Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews.

*Difference between the mean outcome for program and control group members is statistically
significant at the 5 percent level. This difference is the estimated impact per eligible applicant.
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2. Impacts for Other Key Subgroups

Table C.7 presents impact results on selected education-related outcomes for each of the
following subgroups: gender, residential designation status by gender, arrest history, race and
ethnicity, and application date (whether before or after ZT policies took effect). Average control
group measures and impacts on these outco'me measures were remarkably similar across the
subgroups. Thus, Job Corps leads to l&ge increases in participation in education and training
programs and in educational attainment across diverse groups of youths served by the program.

Of particular note, we find similar impacts for those assigned to the residential and
nonresidential component. This is consistent with our finding from the process analysis that
nonresidential students are fully integrated into the academic and vocational components of Job

Corps.
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VI. EMPLOYMENT AND EARNINGS

Chapter V showed that Job Corps participation leads to large impacts on time spent in academic
classes and vocational training and on the attainment of GED and vocational certificates. These
large impacts could increase participants’ skill levels and, hence, their labor market productivity.
This increased productivity may in turn enhance the time spent employed, earnings, wage rates, and
fringe benefits of former participants.

We expect negative impacts on participants’ employment and earnings during the period of
enrollment, because some participants would have held jobs if they had not gone to Job Corps.
However, because of improvements in participants’ skills, we expect positive impacts on
employment and earnings after participants leave the program and after a period of readjustment.
In light of the variation in the duration of program participation and the period of readjustment, it
is difficult to predict when positive impacts are likely to emerge. Thus, we cannot predict in which
month after random assignment the earnings of the program group were lil;ely to have exceeded
those of the control group.

This chapter presents program impacts on employment and earnings in the short term. It
presents impacts for the full sample and for key subgroups during the 30 months after each youth
was found eligible for Job Corps. Because program group members were engaged in Job Corps
training for much of this period, and because the postprogram observation period is brief for many,
these findings should be interpreted as short-term impact estimates. The subgroup findings also are
preliminary, because the average postprogram period differed across subgroups as a result of
differences in the timing and duration of enrollment in Job Corps. Longer-term impact findings will

be obtained using 48-month follow-up interview data.
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“We find that Job Corps generated positive employment and earnings impacts by the.end of the
30-month follow-up period. The employment and earnings of the control group were larger than
those of the program group early in the follow-up period because many program group members
were enrolled in Job Corps then. It took about two years ffom random assignment for the earnings
of the program group to overtake those of the control group. By the tenth quarter (that is, months
28 to 30) after random assignment, average weekly-eamings for program group members were $13
higher than for control group members ($181, compared to $168). The estimated impact per Job
Corps participant was $18, which translates into an 11 percent gain in average weekly earnings due
to program participation. - These quarter 10 impacts are statistically significant at the 1 percent
significance level. In addition, the positive eamnings impacts were increasing slightly during the later
months of the 30-month observation period (that is, between quarters 8 and 10).

Over the whole period, Job Corps participants earned about $10 per week (or $1,300 overall)
less than they would have if they had not enrolled in Job Corps. This impact is statistically

significant and translates into an 8 percent reduction in-earnings for the average participant over the

. first two and a half years after being determined eligible for Job Corps.

Job Corps had small effects on the employment rate and time spent employed late in the follow-
up period. As expected, the impacts on the employment measures were negative during the in-

program period, but they became positive in quarter 8. In quarter 10, the impact on the employment

rate was about 2 percentage ‘points per eligible applicant (67 percent for the program group,

compared to 65 percent for the control group). The quarter 10 impact on hours employed per week
was 1 hour per eligible applicant (24 hours for the program group, compared to 23 hoeurs for the
control group). This impact translates to an impact of 1.4 hours per participant, or a 6 percent gain

due to program participation. The impact on the percentage of weeks employed . was about 2
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percentage points (56 percent, compared to 54 percent). These small impact estimates are
statistically significant.

The earnings gains late in the period were due to a combination of greater hours of work and
higher earnings per hour. We estimate that program group members earned about $8 more per week
in quarter 10 than control group members because they worked more hours, and that they earned
about $5 more per week because they had 'ﬁigher earnings per hour. These gains sum to the $13
impact on earnings per week in qﬁarter 10.

Program group members secured higher-paying jobs with slightly more benefits in the most
recent job in quarter 10. These findings suggest that Job Corps increases participants’ skill levels
and, hence, productivity. In the most recent job in quarter 10, the average hourly wage rate was
$0.25 higher for the employed program group than for the employed control group ($7.07, as
compared to $6.82), although jbb tenure was typically shorter for the employed program group.
Furthermore, the wage gains were similar across broad occupational categories, -although similar
percentages of program and control group members worked in each occupational area. In addition,
employed program group rhembers were slightly more likely to hold jobs that offered fringe benefits
(such as retirement or pension benefits, health insurance, paid sick leave, and paid vacation).

Positive impacts near the end of the 30-month follow-up period were found broadly across most
key subgroups of students. Some evidence indicates, however, that the program provides greater
short-term gains for youths who are at particular risk of. poor labor market outcomes, including very
young students, females with children, and older youths who do not possess a high school credential
before enrolling.

Earnings and employment impacts in quarter 10 for those assigned to the residential component

were positive overall, and they were similar for residential males, females with children, and females
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without children. Thus, the residential program component was effective in the short term for broad
groups of students.

For those assigned to the nonresidential component, quarter 10 earnings and time employed
improved substantially among females with children, but no impacts were evident in the short term
for femaleg without children and for males.

In the rest of this chapter, we present details of our findings on short-term impacts on labor
market outcomes. The next section discuses the impacts on employment rates, time employed, and
earnings for all students. To provide insight on the nature and quality of the jobs held, we next
compare the characteristics of jobs held by program and control group members. The third section
presents impacts on the likelihood of being employed or engaging in educational activities (that is,
engaging in an activity that improves a youth’s long-run employment prospects). Finally, in the
fourth section, we present impact findings for key subgroups. Appendix D contains supplementary

tables.

A. IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT RATES, TIME EMPLOYED, AND EARNINGS

This section compares employment experiences of all control and program group members
during the first 30 months after each applicant was determined eligible for Job Corps. We focus
primarily on the last two quarters of the observation period, because this was a period in which bmost

enrollees in the program group had left Job Corps.

1. Impacts on Employment Rates
Figure V1.1 displays the proportion of all program and control group members who were ever
employed during each quarter (3-month period) over the 30-month period after random-assignment.

The quarterly employment rates of the control group show what program group members would
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FIGURE V1.1

EMPLOYMENT RATES, BY QUARTER

Percentage Ever Employed in Quarter
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Quarter After Random Assignment
Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews.

*Difference between the mean outcome for program and control group members is statistically
significant at the 5 percent level. This difference is the estimated impact per eligible applicant.
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have experienced if they had not had the opportunity to enroll in Job Corps. The differences
between the quarterly e'mploymeht rates of the program and the control group are estimated impacts
per eligible applicant. Asterisks along the x-axis indicate the statistical signiﬁcance of the iinpact
estimates. Table V1.1 displays the calculations and also shows impacts per participant.

The employment rate of the control group increased over time. It was 41 percent in quarter 1,
55 percent in quarter 6, and 65 percent in quarter 10. Employment increased as the youths left
school and gained work experience.’

The employment rate of the control group was significantly higher than that of the program
group (impacts were negative) during the period when many program group members were enrolled
in Job Corps. The differences narrowed over time as some program group enrollees started to leave
Job Corps and take jobs. Impacts became positive by quarter 8 (that is, two years after random
assignment). For examplé, the employment rate was about 9 percentage points lower for the
program group than for the control group in quarter 1 (32 percent, compared tb 41 bercent), 4.5
percentage points lower in quarter 5, and 1.6 percentage points higher in quarter 8.

The impact on the employrhqnt rate increased slightly between quarters 8 and 10 (the last
observed quarter) and was statistically significant at the 5 percent level in quarter 10L In quarter 10,
the impact was 2 perc.entage points per eligible épplicant and about 3 percentage points pef
participant (a 4 percent increase in the employment rate due to program participation).

Nearly all sample members in both .the program and the control groups (about 89 percent)

worked at some point during the 30-month period (Table VI.1). . Control group members held

'The employment rate was 43 percent in the quarter prior to random assignment and 43.5
percent in the quarter before that.
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TABLE VI.1

IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT RATES AND THE NUMBER OF JOBS

Estimated Impact ~ Program Group - ~ Estimated - - Pe}centage
Program Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from

Outcome Measure Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Percentage Employed, by
Quarter After Random
Assignment

1 317 40.6 -8.9%** 27.1 -12.2% % -31.0

2 315 45.8 -14.3%** 252 -19.6%** --43.7

3 40.5 51.1 -10.6*** 359 -14.5%%* -28.8

4 48.9 56.6 <7 7% 45.8 -10.6%** -18.8

5 52.2 56.6 -4.5%%% 50.6 -6.1%%* -10.8

6 52.4 54.7 -2.3** 51.7 =3.2%* -5.8

7 55.6 56.3 -0.6 554 -0.9 -1.6

8 59.9 584 ° 1.6* “60.0 2.1* 3.7

9 63.8 62.4 1.4 64.5 2.0 3.1

10 66.9 64.8 A 68.0 2.8** 43
Percentage Employed at 30
Months 56.0 53.5 2.6*** 56.8 . 3.5%%x 6.6
Percentage Ever Employed 894 88.7 0.7 89.7 1.0 1.1
Number of Jobs (Percentages)

0 11.1 11.6 -0.6** 10.6 -0.8* -6.9

1 21.8 19.8 2.0 22.0 2.7 14.1

2 23.6 23.7 -0.1 24.1 -0.1 -0.6

3 19.4 18.8 0.6 19.8 0.8 44

* 4 or more -24.2 26.1 -1.9 236 -2.6 -10.0

(Average number) 2.4 2.5 -0.1** 24 -0.1%* -3.8

Sample Size 7,311 4,476 11,787 5,246
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NOTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal welghtmg of the data and clustering caused by the

selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

*Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group

members.

"Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impact per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate.

*The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean
outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

9The significance levels pertain to statistical tests for differences in the distribution of the outcome measure for program and control group

members.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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slightly more jobs, on average, although job turnover was common for both groups--nearly half of

each group had three or more jobs during the 30-month period.

2. Impacts on Time Employed

We used two measures of the time that sample members were employed during a given period:
(1) the proportion of weeks employed, and (2) the number of hours worked per week. The
proportion of weeks employed was calculated by dividing the total number of weeks that each youth
was employed during the period by the number of weeks in the period (for example, 13 weeks for
a quarter and 130 weeks for the entire 30-month period). Similarly, hours worked per week were
calculated by dividing the total number of hours that the youth worked during the period by the
number of weeks in the period. The measures were set to 0 for those who were not employed during
the period.

Not surprisingly, the profile of the quarterly-time-employed measures follows a pattern similar
to that of the quarterly employment rates (Figure V1.2, and Tables V1.2 and V1.3). Impacts were
negative and statistically significant during quarters 1 to 6 and became positive in quarter 8 (about
two years after random assignment). For example, the average hours worked per week during
quarter 1 was about 11 hours for control group members and 7 hours for program group members
(an impact of -4 hours per week). The impact on hours worked per week was -1.8 hours in quarter
5 and 0.4 hours in quarter 8.

Weeks and hours employed were greater for the program group during quarters 9 and 10, and
by quarter 10, the positive impacts were statistically significant (although still small). Program
group members were employed for about 56 percent of weeks in quarter 10, compared to 54 percent

of weeks for control group members. Similarly, the average hours worked per eligible applicant
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FIGURE VI.2

TIME EMPLOYED, BY QUARTER

Average Percentage of Weeks Employed in Quarter
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Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews.

*Difference between the mean outcome for program and control group members is statistically
significant at the 5 percent level. This difference is the estimated impact per eligible applicant.
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TABLE V1.2

IMPACTS ON THE PERCENTAGE OF WEEKS EMPLOYED

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Average Percentage of Weeks
Employed, by Quarter After
Random Assignment
1. 18.4 28.1 -9.7#2* 13.8 -13.3%* -49.1
2 23.0 354 -12.4%3* 17.4 - =17.1%%# -49.5
3 30.0 39.8 -9.gr*» 25.3 -13.4%3» -34.6
4 35.7 429 -7.2%%% 325 -9.9*** -23.3
5 39.6 441 -4.5%** 376 -6.2*** -14.1
6 427 453 -2.6*** 417 -3.5%** -7.7
7 46.2 47.4 -1.2 46.0 -1.6 -3.4
8 49.9 49.5 04 49.7 0.6 12
9 53.2 52.5 0.7 53.4 1.0 1.9
10 55.7 53.8 1.9** 56.4 2.6** 4.8
Percentage of Weeks Employed
During the Entire 30-Month
Period
0 11.6 12.3 0. 7%%+ 113 -0.9**+ -7.5
Oto 10 10.3 8.6 1.7 11.0 23 27.2
10t0 25 18.0 14.9 31 18.9 42 28.8
25to 50 241 219 22 25.6 3.0 134
50to 75 21.8 213 0.5 225 0.7 3.1
75 or more 14.2 21.0 -6.8 10.7 94 -46.6
Average Percentage of Weeks
Employed During the Entire
30-Month Period 37.8 423 -4.5%%* 36.0 -6.2*%** -14.6
Sample Size 7,311 4,476 11,787 5,246
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NortE: - All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the
selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline. - - :

*Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group

members.

®Estimated impacts per-Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of

program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error

in the Job Corps participation rate.

¢ The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean

outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

4The significance levels pertain to statistical tests for differences in the distribution of the outcome measure for program and control group

members.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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TABLE VI.3

IMPACTS ON HOURS EMPLOYED PER WEEK

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant® - Participation®
Average Hours Employed per
Week, by Quarter After
Random Assignment .
1 7.2 11.1 -3.9%»» 52 -5.4%x> -50.7
2 9.4 14.5 SN L 7.0 <702 -50.0
3 12.5 16.5 -4.0%** 10.5 -5.5%** -34.4
4 15.1 17.7 -2.6%** 13.6 -3.6%** -20.9
5 17.0 18.8 -1.8%** 16.1 -2.5%* -13.2
6 18.9 20.0 -l 1 18.4 -1.5** -1.5
7 20.7 21.0 -0.2 20.7 -0.3 -14
8 225 221 04 225 0.5 2.4
9 239 233 0.6 24.1 0.8 35
10 24.8 237 1.0** 25.3 1.4** 5.8
Hours Employed per Week
During the Entire 30-Month
Period (Percentage)
11.8 12.5 -0.72 24 11.4 -1.0**# -7.8
Oto5S 14.7 13.0 1.8 15.5 24 18.4
5t 15 26.3 234 2.8 27.2 39 16.7
15t0 25 20.6 18.8 1.8 215 25 13.1
25t0 35 14.7 16.5 -1.8 14.9 -2.4 -14.0
35 or more . 11.9 15.8 -3.9 9.6 -5.4 -36.1
Average Hours Employed per
Week During the Entire 30-
Month Period 16.9 18.7 -1.8*** 16.2 <24 > -13.1
Sample Size 7,311 4,476 11,787 5,246
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NOTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the
selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

“Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group

members.

*Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error

in the Job Corps participation rate.

“The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean

outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

3The significance levels pertain to statistical tests for differences in the distribution of the outcome measure for program and control group

members.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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increased from 24 to 25 hours in quarter 10. These differences translate to increases of about five
percent in the weeks and hours worked by program participants.

Over the entire 30-month period, control group members worked significantly more than
program group members, who spent more time in education and training programs and whose
employment rate did not “overtake” that of the control group until quarter 8. Control group members
spent an average of about 42 percent of weeks employed, compared to about 38 percent for program
group members (an impact of -4.5 percentage points, or about 6 weeks over 30 months). Similarly,
the average control group member worked 1.8 hours per week more than the average program group

member, or about 230 hours more over the entire 30-month period.

3. Impacts on Earnings

Earnings are the most comprehensive employment-related measure because they reflect both
work effort and earnings per hour. To examine earnings impacts, we calculated period-specific
earnings per week from all jobs for each sample member. Earnings per week were calculated by
dividing total period earnings by the number of weeks in the period. Thus, the measure represents
the earmings of a youth in a typical week during the period. Earnings were measured in 1998 dollars.

Earnings per week increased over time for the control group (Figure V1.3 and Table V1.4). For

‘example, control group members earned an average of $66 per week in quarter 1, $122 in quarter

5,and $168 in quarter 10. Earnings increased because both hours worked and hourly wage rates
increased as the youths left school and gained work experience.

Interestingly, control group earnings decreased in the recent period prior to random assignment
(not shown). Average earnings per week was $49 in the quarter prior to random assignment and $62

in the quarter before that. This preprogram dip in earnings could have been due to youths working
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FIGURE V1.3

AVERAGE EARNINGS PER WEEK, BY QUARTER

Average Earnings per Week in Quarter (in 1998 Dollars)

200
Program
Group
150 :
Control
Group
100
50
0
1* 2* 3* 4* 5* 6 7 8* 9* 10*

Quarter After Random Assignment

Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews.

*Difference between the mean outcome for program and control group members is statistically
significant at the 5 percent level. This difference is the estimated impact per eligible applicant.
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TABLE V1.4

IMPACTS ON EARNINGS

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage

Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Average Earnings per Week, by
Quarter After Random
Assignment (in 1998 Dollars)
1 43.1 65.9 -22.8*** 309 -31.3%%* -50.3
2 59.1 887 - -29.6%** 429 -40.7%** -48.7
3 79.3 101.1 -21.8*** 65.0 <29.9*** -31.5
4 95.3 108.1 -12.9%** 84.4 ~17.6%** -17.3
5 113.9 121.5 -7.6** 107.5 -10.4** -8.8
6 133.3 135.0 -1.7 129.3 -24 -1.8
7 148.8 1443 4.5 147.8 6.2 44
8 161.9 - 1539 8.0** 160.8 10.9%* : 7.3
9 174.1 163.8 10.3*** 174.4 14.1%%* 8.8
10 180.6 167.7 12.9%*+* 183.9 17.7%** 10.7
Eamings per Week During the
Entire 30-Month Period
(Percentage) ’
9.0 9.5 -0.4*+ 8.7 -0.6** -6.3
1to25 153 14.7 0.6 15.7 0.8 5.3
25t0 75 220 19.9 2.1 227 29 14.7
75 to 150 23.0 22.1 0.9 24.1 1.3 5.6
150 to 225 . 15.2 16.6. -14 15.3 -1.9 -11.1
225 or more 15.4 17.2 -1.8 13.5 <25 -15.5
Average Total Earnings per Week
During the Entire 30-Month
Period (in 1998 Dollars) 116.0 123.4 -7.4%** 110.8 -10.2*** -8.4
Sample Size 7,311 4,476 11,787 5,246
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NoOTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to uncqual weighting of the data and clustering caused by the
selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

®Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group
members.

*Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate.

¢ The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean
outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

4The significance levels pertain to statistical tests for differences in the distribution of the outcome measure for program and contro] group
members.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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. less in anticipation of enrolling in Job Corps, or to particularly poor labor market experiences (which

could have induced them to apply to Job Corps).2
- The general pattern of the earnings impacts over time is similar to that of the employmént
impacts. However, positive impacts on earnings emerged earlier, and the eamings impacts were

larger late in the follow-up period. Average weekly earnings were significantly hi ghef for control

group members than for program group members during the first five quarters after random

assignment. The impacts were most negative in qharters 1 'to.3 and became smaller in quarters 4 to
6, as participants started leaving Job Corps. Control group members earned an average of about $23
more per week during quarter 1, $13 more per week during quarter 4, and less than $8 more per
week during quarter 5. |

Earnings impacts became positive in quarter 7 and conﬁnued to grow in quarters 8 t(; 10. They
were statistically significant in quarters 8 to 10; In quarter 10, program group members éamed an
average of about $181 per week, compared to $168 per week for control group member§; - This $13
impact per eligible applicant translates to an $18 impact per program participant. Participants earned
an average of 11 pe;rcent more p.erl week in quanef 1'0 than they w.(.)uld héwe if ;héy ha& ﬂot enrol-le'd
in the program.

Over the whole period, Job Corps participants earnedlabout $i0 pe,l'r week (or $1,300 overall)
less than they would have if they had not enrolled in Job Corps. This impact is statistically
significant and ﬁar;slates into an eight percent reduction .in éaminés folr thé aVerége particibant over

the first two and one half years after being detérmined eligible for Job Corpé.»

?The earnings dip occurred for all age groups, although the dip was larger for the older youths.
Average earnings per week decreased from $33 to $28 for those 16 and 17, and from $97 to $72 for
those 20 to 24.
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By the end of the 30-month follow-up period, similar percentages of program and control group
members were in education prografns—-about 16 percent of both groups in the last week in month 30.
Consequently, it is unlikely that the earnings and employment impact estimates late in the 30-month
period were greatly affected by differences across the research groups in school enrollment rateé.
Earnings of both groups will probably increase as more sample members leave their education
programs and as the youths gain work experience and mature. Those in education programs late in
the 3.0-month period were likely to have been in postsecondary schools or to have been lon’g-stayérs
in Job Corps. With more training and matﬁrity, these youths can be expected to have relatively high
earnings once they leave their programs. Because some youths were still receiving training and
others had only recently completed it, we must treat the 30-month findings as short-term and
interpret them cautiously. Analysis of youths’ experiences during the period from 30 to 48 months
after random assignment will be critical for forming a judgment about whether and how Job Corps

affects participants’ employment and earnings.

4. Decomposition of Impacts on Earnings in Quarter 10 into Its Components

Earnings over a given period are the product of hours worked during the period and earnings
per hour. As discussed, we find positive impacts on both earnings and hours worked in quarter 10.
We also find a positive impact of $0.21 on earnings per hour in quarter 10 ($7.28 for the program

group and $7.08 for the control group).?

3This $0.21 impact was calculated using Tables V1.3 and V1.4 and noting that hourly earnings
in quarter 10 was $7.28 ($180.6 earned/24.8 hours worked) for the program group and $7.08 ($167.7
earned/23.7 hours worked) for the control group.
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To assess the extent to which the earnings impact was due to the impact on hours worked and
how much was due to the impact on hourly earnings, we express average earnings per week for

program group members as follows:

- E, -
M EP_?HP_WFHP’
P

where E p is average earnings per week for the program group, H,, is average hours worked per
week, and VI_’P is hourly earnings (that is, average earnings divided by average hours).* Average
earnings for the control group can be written in the same way, and thus impacts on earnings per week

can be expressed as follows:

If we add and subtract the term WP ﬁc in equation (2) and rearrange terms, then equation (2)

becomes:
(3) (E, -EQ) = WyH,-H,) + HAW,-W,).

Equation (3) decomposes the impact on earnings into a weighted average of the impact on hours
employed per week and the impact on hourly earnings, where the weights are average hourly
earnings for the program group and average hours worked per week for the control group,

respectively.’

“This expression is only an approximation to the average wage received by the program group,
because to calculate the average wage, it would be necessary to divide earnings by hours worked
for each youth, and then take the average of these individual values. This procedure is difficult to
implement for those who did not work (because we would be dividing by zero hours worked). In
Section B below, we discuss hourly wages for those employed in quarter 10.

’One can instead add and subtract the term Vf’cﬁ » from equation (2) to derive a slightly
(continued...)
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- Using-equation (3), we find that about 62 percent of the earnings impact in quarter 10 was due
to the impact on hours worked and that 38 percent was due tothe impact on earnings per hour.
Stated another way, program group members earned about $8 more per week because they worked

more hours, and earned about $5 more per week because they had higher earnings per hour.

S. The Overtaking Point

‘Average program group earnings olvenook average control group earnings in.quaner 7, and the
overtékingl point for the employment rlate and hours worked was in ciuaﬁer 8. Thus, it took neérly
two years until positive employment-related impacts emergéd.

The average program group participant enroiled in Job Corps about 1.5 months after random
assignment and remained in the program for eight months. Thus, by quarter 4, the typical program
member had léft Job Corps. Yet, while program‘ group memberﬁ’ employment and earnings
increased more rapidly than those of the control group throughout the early and middle part of the
30-month period, program group members’ employment and eamings did not overtake those of the
control group for nearly a year after the typical program group member had left Job Corps.

Many factors could have influenced the timing of the “overtaking point”‘(the point at which
program impacts became positive) for the employment and earnings outcomes. The timing of the
0vertaking point was due in part to (1) the length of time that each participant spent in the program,
(2) the length of time until potential program benefits took effect after each student left the program,
(3) the size of the program benefit for each student, and (4) the interaction among these three factors.
Howeve_r, these same factors also affected the outcomes of the control group, because, as discussed,

many of these youth also enrolled in education programs. Furthermore, sample members

3(...continued)
different set of weights in equation (3). We obtained the same conclusions using either approach.
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participated in programs at different points during the follow-up period because they entered their
programs at different points and had different durations of stay. Thus, it is very difficult to
disentangle the factors that can explain the timing of the overtaking point.

However, we offer several possible reasons that positive program impacts on the employment
and earnings outcomes did not occur until about two years after random assignment. First, impacts
on participation in education programs were relatively large until quarter 7, primarily because of
intensive program grou;l) participation in Job Corps. For example, in quarter 6, the impact per
participant on the enrollment rate in education programs was aboutl8 percentage points, and about
15 percent of program group participants were still in Job Corps. Second, it took time for some
participants to find jobs after they left the program. For example, in the year after leaving the
program, about 22 percent of participants did ﬁot work, and 16 percent first worked more than six
months after leaving.® In addition, about 32 percent of program terminees enrolled in another
education program during the one-year period. To be sure, control group members may have also
had a period of readjustment after they left their programs. However, the period of readjustment for
Job Corps participants may have been longer because most were residential students and had been

away from home for a relatively long time.

6. Effects of the Strong Economy

The 30-month follow-up data cover the period from November 1994 to August 1998. This was
a period of strong economic growth. The unemployment rate for the civilian population of those 16
and older was 5.5 percent in late 1994, which was low by recent historical standards. The rate

decreased to about 4.5 percent in mid-1998. Similarly, the unemployment rate for those 16 to 19

These figures were calculated using only program group members who enrolled in Job Corps
and who left the program at least a year before month 30 (that is, who left before month 18).
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decreased from about 17 percent to under 15 percent during the same period. In addition, inflation
was low throughout the period.

It is impossible to know whether employment and earnings impacts would have differed in a
weaker economy. It is likely that employment rates and earnings were higher in the strong economy
than they would have been in a weaker economy. However, they were likely to have been higher
for both program and control group members.

It is unclear which group benefited more. The strong economy might have increased program
group earnings more, if the tight labor market led to a higher demand and premium for more skilled
labor. This is consistent with the fact that the returns to education have been increasing during the
past 20 years. On the other hand, the strong economy could have increased control group earnings
more, because it may have been easier for some lower-skilled control group members to obtain jobs.
Katz and Krueger (1999) provide evidence that the strong economy has increased the earnings of
lower-wage workers since the mid-1990s. Thus, it is unclear whether the program or the control
group benefited more from the strong economy over the study follow-up period.

Our impact estimates are probably representative of program effects generally. Unemployment

" rates are high for disadvantaged youth even in good economic times. In addition, skill levels are

modest for most youths served by Job Corps, so impact estimates would probably not vary

substantially as the demand changed for workers at different skill levels.

B. DIFFERENCES IN HOURLY WAGES AND OTHER JOB CHARACTERISTICS
- In this section, we examine the hourly wage and other characteristics of jobs held by program
and control group members during quarter 10, including job tenure, usual hours worked per week,

weekly earnings, occupations, types of employers, and available fringe benefits.
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- The analysis uses information on the most recent job held by sample members during the tenth
quarter after random assignment. Youth who were not employed during this period were excluded
from the analysis. Because we included only employed sample members in this analysis and
because Job Corps participation might have affected which individuals were employed, differences
in job characteristics should not be interpreted as impacts of the program. To clarify this limitation,
suppose that employment gains due to participation in Job Corps were concentrated among stﬁdents
who had lesser skills and ability and received lower wages. In this case, the employed prog;am
group would include a higher proportion of lower-skill/lower-wage workers than the employed
control group. Consequently, differences in the average hourly wage rates of employed program and
employed control group members would be a dbwnwardly biased estimate of the true impact of Job
Corps on the hourly wage rate ofa particular participant.

To investigate whether the offer of Job Corps participation might have resulted in differences
in the characteristics of employed sample members, we compared baseline characteristics and
preprogram experiences of program and control group members who worked in quarter 10. The
observable characteristics of workers in the program and control groups were similar on average (not
shown), which is consistent with the finding that Job Corps had only small effects on the quarter 10
employment rate. To be sure, some unmeasured differences between the two groups may have been
correlated with the types of jobs held by the youths. In our judgment, however, simple program and
control group comparisons are suggestive of program impacts on the characteristics of jobs held by
panicipanté, although these estimateé .should be interpreted with caution. To reinforce this
distinction, we dQ not refer to these differences as impacts. In addition, we present differences per

eligible applicant but not per program participant, because the assumptions needed to obtain
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estimates for participants are less tenable for these outcomes, which are conditional on other
outcomes.
The comparisons lead to several conclusions:
» The average hourly wage rate was $0.25 higher for the employed program group than
for the employed control group ($7.07 as compared to $6.82), although job tenure was

typically shorter for the employed program group.

» Job Corps did not alter the distribution of workers across broad occupational categories,
and the wage gains were similar across these broad occupations.

+ Employed program group members were more likely to hold jobs that offered fringe
benefits.
Thus, the evidence suggests that increases in their average skill level enabled program group

members to secure higher-paying jobs with more benefits.

1. Differences in Job Tenure, Hours Worked, Hourly Wages, and Weekly Earnings

A slightly higher percentage of program group than control group members were employed in
quarter 10--67 percent, compared to 65 percent of control group members (Table VI.5). Only these
workers (4,751 program group and 2,815 control group members) were used in the analysis.

Most employed youths had held their jobs for a short time, although control group members
typically had longer job tenure--an average of 8.7 months, compared to 7.9 months for the employed
program group members (Table VI.5). About 30 percent of the employed control group had been
on their jobs for at least one year, compared to 25 percent of the employed program group.

These differences-in job tenure by research status are reasonable in light of .the longer time
program group members spent in training‘. The finding that most youths had short job tenure is also
consistent with our finding that many youths held several jobs during the 30-month period, which
suggests that-job turnover was common.
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TABLE VL5

EMPLOYMENT TENURE, HOURS, AND HOURLY WAGES
IN THE MOST RECENT JOB IN QUARTER 10

(Percentages)
Program Control
“Outcome Measure ' Group Group - Difference
Employed in Quarter 10 66.9 - 64.8 2.1%%
Number of Months on Job®
Less than 1 11.1 11.1 0.0***b
1to3 22.1 20.3 1.8
3to6 21.2 19.9 1.3
6to 12 20.8 19.5 1.3
12 or more : 24.8 29.2 -4.5
(Average months) 7.9 8.7 -0.8*%**
Usual Hours Worked per Week®
Less than 20 44 5.3 -0.9
20 to 30 : 9.5 9.7 - -0.2
30to 39 13.7 14.9 -1.2
40 353 34.1 1.2
More than 40 37.1 36.0 1.0
(Average hours) : 41.8 41.2 0.6*
Hourly Wage® . - .
Less than $4.50 5.5 6.2 -0.7**%b
. $4.50t0 $6.00 29.3 32.3 -3.0 .
$6.00 to $7.50 32.1 33.0 -0.9
$7.50 to $9.00 . : 17.1 15.3 1.8
$9.00 or more 15.9 13.2 2.7
(Average hourly wage in dollars) 4 7.07 6.82 0.25%**
Weekly Earnings® , . . ‘
Less than $150 11.8 13.3 -1.5%¥*b
$150 to $225 20.3 23.2 =29
$225 to $300 27.1 266 0.5
$300 to $375 _ 20.0 18.3 1.6
$375 or more : 20.8 18.5 2.3
(Average weekly earnings in dollars) 297.6 283.3 14.3***
Sample Size 7,311 4,476 11,787
Qo : i
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TABLE VL5 (continued)

SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-
month interviews.

NoOTE:  All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey
designs and interview nonresponse. Standard errors of the estimates account for design
effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the selection of areas
slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

‘Estimates pertain to those employed in quarter 10. Because these estimates are conditional on being
employed, they are not impact estimates.

*The significance levels pertain to statistical tests for differences in the distribution of the outcome
measure for program and control group members.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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Most employed youths in both research groups were employed full-time. On average, program
and control group members worked more than 40 hours per week, and more than 85 percent worked
at least 30 hours. The small differences in hours worked by research status are consistent with our
finding of small program impacts on hours worked in quarter 10.

Differences in hourly wage rates were also small, but théy are statistically significant.
Employed program group members earned an average of $O.23 more per hour than employed control
group members in their most recent job in quarter 10 ($7.07, compared to $6.82).” Similarly, about
one-third of the program group earned $7.50 or more per hour, compared to 28 percent of the control
group. Interestingly, program group members’ wages were higher even though their average job
tenure was nearly a month shorter.?

Increases in the skill level of program participants probably led to increases in labor market
productivity and, hence, to higher wages. It is also possible that the higher wages of the program
group were due to placement assistance they received, which increased their chances of finding a job
that matched their skills. However, as reported in Chapter IV, few program participants reported that
they received significant placement assistance. Thus, it is likely that the hourly wage gains were due

only in small part to the Job Corps placement component.

"The figure for the program group includes both program participants and no-shows. The
average hourly wage for program participants only was $7.05.

$We also estimated multivariate models (such as tobit models) to obtain program effects on
hourly wage rates. These models controlled for both observable and unobservable differences
between the two groups of workers. These results were very similar to the simple program and
control group differences.
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2. Differences in Occupations

The follow-up interviews collected information on tﬁe nature of the work performed on each
job during the 30-month follow-up period, and the responses were assigned two-digit Standard
Occupational Classification (SOC) c'odes.9 Occupations wefe then aggregated into eight broad
categories according to two main criteria: (1) each category should correspond to major vocational
areas offered in Job Corps, and (2) sample sizes in each category should be large enough to sﬁpport
reasonably precise co‘rvnparisons betvs;een the program and control groups.

Job Corps did not shift workers among the broad occupations in which sample members worked
(Table VI1.6). About 22 percent of both groups worked in the service oécupations (such as food and
health service). An édditional 20 pércent worked in construction occupations. About 13 percent
worked in sales, and an equal percentage were mechanics, repairers, or machinists. Less than 10
percent were in clerical occupations, private household occupations (such as building and apaxjtment
maintenance, babysitting, and child care), or agricultural or forestry trades.

The types of employers that the employed youths worked for were nearly identical. Most youths
worked fof a private company. Only‘ré smgll percentage worked for the government (eight pérqent),

were self-.employed (five percent), or were in the military (two percent)..

3. Differences in Hourly Wages Within Occupations

Similar percentages of the employed program and_ control group members were in each
occupational area. However, the aVerage hdurlx wage was higher for the employéd program group.
Thus, there must have been differences between the wages of program and control group members
within occupations. An important issue is whether these wage gains were concentrated in selected

occupations or occurred uniformly across occupations.

9The responses did not usually contain enough detail to be assigned three-digit SOC codes.
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TABLE VI.6

OCCUPATIONS AND TYPE OF EMPLOYER ON THE MOST RECENT JOB
IN QUARTER 10
(Percentages)

Program  Control

Outcome Measure "~ Group Group Difference
Percent Employed in Quarter 10 66.9 64.8 2.1%*
Occupation® _
Services ' 23.6 21.7 1.9
Sales 12.5 13.9 -1.4
Construction ‘ 20.2 212 -1.0
Private household _ 6.7 6.7 -0.1
Clerical 94 9.4 0.0
Mechanics/repairers/machinists 125 - 113 1.2
Agriculture/forestry : 2.8 3.1 -0.3
Other 12.3 12.7 -0.4
Type of Employer®
Private company : : 83.9 84.2 -0.3
Military 2.1 2.0 0.1
Federal government 1.9 1.8 0.1
State government 3.7 2.8 0.9
Local government 2.5 3.0 -0.5
Self-employed 4.5 5.0 -0.5
Working without pay in a family business or as a
favor 0.6 0.4 0.2
Other - 0.8 0.8 0.0
Sample Size 7,311 4,476 11,787

SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-
month interviews.

NOTE:  All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey
designs and interview nonresponse. Standard errors of the estimates account for design
effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the selection of areas
slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

“Estimates pertain to those employed in quarter 10. Because these estimates are conditional on
employment, they are not impact estimates.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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In general, the wage gains occurred in most occupation groups (Table V1.7). Employed program
members had higher wages in six of the eight occupational areas, including higher-paying
occupations (for example, mechanics, repairers, and machinists) and lower-paying occupations (for
example, private household occupations). Thus, participants probably obtained jobs requiring higher

skill levels in most occupational areas.

4. Differences in the Availability of Job Benefits

The availability of job benefits is another indicator of job quality. Many, though by no means
all, employed control group members were receiving the major ﬁinge benefits in the jobs they held
in quarter 10 (Table VI.8). About 48 percent received health insurance, about 54 percent had paid
vacation, 39 percent had paid sick leave, and about 38 percent had retirement or pension benefits.

Job Corps appears to have had small effects on the availability of benefits on the job. Employed
program group members were more likely to have each type of benefit available than were employed
control group members. The differences were small, though many are statistically significant. For
example, abput 41 percent of the program group had retirement or pension benefits, compared to 38
percent of the control group (a statistically significant increase of 3 percentage points, or nearly 8
percent). These findings provide additional evidence that Job Corps participants obtained better jobs

as a result of their gains in skill level.

C. IMPACTS ON PARTICIPATION IN ANY ACTIVITY

Both current employment and current education and training are likely to improve youths’ long-
run employmeﬂt prospects. Each of these activities provides skills and experiences that employers
value. In this section, we examine the extent to which eligible Job Corps applicants engaged in
either or both of these activities.
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TABLE V1.7

HOURLY WAGES BY OCCUPATION FOR THOSE EMPLOYED
IN QUARTER 10

Average Hourly Wage
(in Dollars)-

Program Control _
Occupation Group Group Difference®
Service 6.50 6.45 .05
Sales 6.32 6.32 .00
Construction 7.63 7.30 33 %
Private Household 5.78 5.37 40
Clerical 7.44 7.15 28*
Mechanics/Repairers/Machinists 7.85 7.30 SS5¥**
Agriculture/Forestry 6.92 7.08 -.16
Other 7.67 7.24 43
Sample Size 4,751 2,815 7,566

SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-
month interviews.

NOTE:  All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey
designs and interview nonresponse. Standard errors of the estimates account for design
effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the selection of areas
slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

"Because these estimates are conditional on employment, they are not impact estimates.
*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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TABLE VI.8

BENEFITS AVAILABLE ON THE MOST RECENT JOB
IN QUARTER 10 FOR THOSE EMPLOYED
(Percentages)

Program Control o
Benefits Available® _ Group Group . Difference

Health Insurance ' 49.9 48.3 1.6
Paid Sick Leave = - . 41.5 385 3.0%**
Paid Vacation 55.7 54.3 1.4
Child Care Assistance 14.7 12.8 1.9%*
Flexible Hours 54.9 53.2 1.8
Employer-Provided Transportation 19.0 18.1 0.9
Retirement or Pension Benefits 41.0 38'.1 2.9%*
Dental Plan : 42.2 394 2.8%*
Tuition Reimbursement or Training Course 25.3 22.4 2.9%**
Sample Size 4,751 - 2,815 7,566

SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-
month interviews.

NoOTE:  All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey
designs and interview nonresponse. Standard errors of the estimates account for design
effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the selection of areas
slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

"Estimates pertain to those employed in quarter 10. Because these estimates are conditional on
employment, they are not impact estimates.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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Chapter V showed that program group members were more likely than control group members
to participate in education and training programs during mqst.of the follow:up period. The impacts
were largest in the early part of the follow-up period, when most program group members were
enrolled in Job Corps, decreased as participants left Job Corps, and were very small by quarter 10.
Conversely, control group members worked more than program group members during the early part
of the follow-up period, and impacts on employment did not become positive until quarter 8 To
assess the extent Vto which these opposing impact trends offset each other, we calculated program
impacts on being either employed or in an education or training program, by quarter and over the
entire 30-month period.

More than 58 percent of control group members worked or engaged in education or training
during each quarter of the follow-up period (Figure V1.4 and Table VI.9). - The percentage of the
control group in an activity increased during the first year after random assignment (from 59 percent
in quarter 1 to 73 bercent in quarter 4) because both émployment and school enrollmeﬁt rates
increased. The percentage remained relatively constant after the first year (ft was 74 percent in.
quéner 10), becausé increasles in the employmént .ra.te offset declines in e;lroliment in school. Ne;arly
all control group members either worked or undertook education or training at some point during
thé 3O4month'pe':riod. ance all these youths ﬁad made the decis;ion to épply to Job Corps, this high
level of productive activity is not surprising. Al |

Estimated impacts on working or being in school were positive and statistically significant in
each quarter of the follow-up period. The impacts were largest during the first year after random
assignment, because most program group members were enrolled in Job C(;rps then. ‘The program
group’s higher rates of participation in education or training during this period more than offset the
higher employment rates of the control group.
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FIGURE V1.4

PERCENTAGE EMPLOYED OR IN SCHOOL, BY QUARTER

Percentage in Any Activity in Quarter

80

60 ntrol
Group

40

20 -

0

1* 2% 3* 4* 5* 6* 7* 8* 9* 10*
Quarter After Random Assignment

Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews.

*Difference between the mean outcome for program and control group members is statistically
significant at the 5 percent level. This difference is the estimated impact per eligible applicant.
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TABLE VL9

IMPACTS ON BEING EMPLOYED OR IN AN EDUCATION OR TRAINING PROGRAM

'

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from

Outcome Measure Group Group Applicant® Participants _Participant®  Participation®
Percentage in Any Activity, by
Quarter After Random
Assignment

1 86.0 58.8 27.2%%+ 96.0 37.3%%* 63.5

2 81.4 '64.2 17.2% %+ 88.6 o 23.6%** 36.3

3 78.7 68.7 - 10.0%** -7 835 13.8%*+* 19.8

4 77.7 72.5 5.3%** 80.7 7.2%%* 9.8

5 76.0 714 4.5%%* 78.6 6.2%** 8.6

6 71.3 68.2 3.1 72.9 4.2%%* 6.1

7 70.9 67.8 315+ 72.3 4.3%* 6.3

8 71.9 69.3 2.6%** 72.8 3.5 5.1

9 74.2 71.6 2.6%** 75.5 3.6%** 5.0

10 75.6 73.7 1.9*%* 76.8 2.7+ 3.6
Percentage Any Activity at 30
Months 64.4 61.8 2.6%** 65.3 3.6%** 5.8
Percentage Ever in an Activity 98.9 95.7 3.3%%* 100.0 4.5%%* 4.7
Sample Size 7,311 4,476 11,787 5,246

SOURCE: Bascline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NoOTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the
selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

*Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group
members.

®Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate.

“The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean
outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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The impacts were positive, but they were much smaller between quarters 4 and 7, because
impacts on participation in education and training programs decreased as more' program group
members left Job Corps and because the declines in education were not fully offset by increases in
employment. Impacts in the later part of the follow-up period (quarters 8 to 10) remained positive
(though smiall), because both employment and school participation rates of the program group were
slightly higher. The impact per participant in quarter 10 was 2.7 percentage points, a 3.6 percent
gain due to Job Corps participation.-

Impacts on the proportion of weeks and hours per week spent working or in an education or
training program follow the same pattern (Tables D.1 and D.2)5 They were positive and statistically
significant in all quarters, but largest early in the follow-up period, when most program group
members were enrolled in the program. In sum, Job Corps had a positive e;ffect on promoting

activities aimed at improving participants’ long-run employment prospects.

D. FINDINGS FOR SUBGROUPS

Overall, Job Corps produced modest gains in employment and earnings starting about two years
after youths applied for the program and were determined eligible. Positive impacts for the full
sample, however, could mask important differences in program impacts across subgroups of
students. An important question is whether these positive impacts were similar for important
subgroups of students or were concentrated among certain groups. This section provides preliminary
evidence on this question. -

After briefly summarizing the subgroup findings, we present detailed fmding's for the most
important subgroups--those defined by age, geﬁder, and residential or nonresidential assignment.
We present the full detail on employment and earnings.impacts for these groups. In the third section,
we discuss findings for other subgroups of interest--whether the youth had a high school diploma
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or GED at baseline, whether the youth: was ever arrested before application, race and ethnicity, and
whether the youth applied to Job Corps before or aﬂgr the new ZT policies became effective. For
these subgroups, the discussion focuses on employment and earnings in quarter 10.

For each subgroup, i‘mpacts per eligible applicant and impacts per program participant are
presented. However, it is especially important to focus on the impacts per panicipaht in the
subgroup analysis. Rates of Job-Corps enrollment among the program group differed somewhat
across the subgroups (as discussed in Chapter IV). Consequently, the impacts per eligible applicant
were inflated by different participation rates in calculating the impacts per participant. Because of
these differing participation rates across subgroups, impacts per participant provide the most accurate

picture of relative program impacts across the different groups.

1. Impacts by Age

As one would expect, employment rates and average earnings of older applicants were higher
than those of younger appliéants during each quarter during the 30-montﬁ follow-up period (Figure
VL5 and Tables D.3 to D.5). Among the control group, employment and earnings increased over
time for all age groups but increased propor,tionateiy more for those 16 and 17 years old. For
example, averége earnings per week of 16- and 17-year-old control group members more -than
tripled, from $41 in quarter 1 to $138 in quarter 10, whereas those of control group members 20 and
older approximately doubled during the same period (from $92 to $197).

The short-term impacts on employment and earnings were largest for 16- and 17-year-olds
(Figures VII.S and V1.6, and Tables D.3 to D.5). Impacts on their earnings per week became positive
in quaﬁer 5 and were statiétically significant by quarter 7.- In quarter 10, the impact on earnings per
week per participant was $26--a 19 percent gain. Impacts per participant on the employment rate
and the percentage of weeks employed in quarter 10 weré abouf 5 percentage pointé each and are
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FIGURE VL5

AVERAGE EARNINGS PER WEEK, BY QUARTER AND AGE
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Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews.

*Difference between the mean outcome for program and control group members is statistically
significant at the 5 percent level. This difference is the estimated impact per eligible applicant.
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FIGURE VL6

IMPACTS PER PARTICIPANT ON EARNINGS PER WEEK AND THE PERCENTAGE
OF WEEKS EMPLOYED IN QUARTER 10, BY AGE
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Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews.

*Estimated impact per participant is statistically significant at the 5 percent level.
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statistically significant. Impacts on earnings per week over the entire 30-month period were actually
positive (but not statistically significant) for those 16 and 17."

The program also produced modest earnings gaihs by the beginning of the third year after
random assignment for applicants who were 20 or older. Earnings impacts were positive b_eginning
in quarter 6, although they were not statistically significant until quarter 9. The impact on quarter
10 earnings per week was $26 per program participant.!" We estimate that participants 20 or older
earned an average of about 14 percent more per week in quarter 10 than they would have if they had
not participated in Job Corps. The impact estimates on the time spent employed were positive for
this group but were small and not statistically significant. The employment and earnings impacts
were not statistically significant for 18- and 19-year-old participants.

The findings by age are similar across subgroups defined by other student characteristics. For
example, the same pattern of impacts across age groups holds for males and females and for those
assigned to the residential and nonresidential components.

Importantly, the duration of participation in Job Corps increased with age. It was 7.4 months
for those 16 and 17, 8 months for those 18 and 19, and 9 months for those 20 to 24. Yet the average
number of months from random assignment until participants enrolled in Job Corps did not differ
by age. Thus, the postprogram period was typically shorter for the older participants. We may be
less likely to observe program effects over 30 months for the older participants, because of their
longer period in Job Corps. The longer observation period afforded by the 48-month interview will

be critical to assessing fully these differences in impacts by age.

1°Estimated impacts were larger for those 16 years old than for those 17 years old.

""The quarter 10 earnings impact per participant was similar for those 16 and 17 and those 20
or older, although the impact per eligible applicant was larger for the younger group. This is because
the Job Corps participation rate was higher for the younger group. Thus, we inflated the impact per
eligible applicant more for the older group to calculate the impact per participant.
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" The age findings were not affected by age differences in school enrollmerit rates by research
status. For example, about 20 percent of program and control group members in each age gfoup

were enrolled in an education program in quarter 10, and about 16 percent were enrolled in an

education program in the last week of the 30-month follow-up p'erio'd. :

2. Impacts by Gender

Short-term impacts on ernployment and earnings were very similar for males and females
(Figures V1.7 and V1.8 and Tables D.6 and D.7). Indeed, the timing of the_overtaking points and the
size of the impacts were similar. For example, the impact on quarter 10 earnings per week per
participant was $17 for males (a 9 percent increase) and $19 fdr_ females (a 14 percent increase).
Impacts on hours worked and hourly earnings were also very similar for males and females. The
differences between the quarter 9 and 10 impact estimates by gender are not statistically signt'ﬁcant.
The gender findings are similar across most other subgroups.

The finding that Job Corps improved short-term emplqyment-related outcomes for both males
and females is of policy importance because of differences in the characteristics and programmatic
needs of these groups. Female students tend to be older, to have completed hig_h school, to :have
children, and t(‘_)_.be nonresidential students. Thus, the program effectively serves these two groups
ef students with _ different training needs and barriers to successful employment. Important
differen_ces areevident, however, in the findings for males and females who were designated as

residential or nonresidential students, as we discuss next.

3. Impacts for Residential and Nonresidential Students
Most students reside at their center while attending Job Corps. Indeed, one eligibility criterion

is that the student must live in a.home or eemmunity environment so._debilitating that the ybuth
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FIGURE VL7

AVERAGE EARNINGS PER WEEK, BY QUARTER AND GENDER
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Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews.

*Difference between the mean outcome for program and control group members is statistically
significant at the 5 percent level. This difference is the estimated impact per eligible applicant.
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FIGURE VI.8

IMPACTS PER PARTICIPANT ON EARNINGS PER WEEK AND THE PERCENTAGE
OF WEEKS EMPLOYED IN QUARTER 10, BY GENDER
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Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews.

*Estimated impact per participant is statistically significant at the 5 percent level.
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cannot benefit from education and job training while living at l;ome. Yet up to 20 per;:ent of Job
Cérps slots can be used to ;ewe ln;)nrlesidential stﬁdents--thosé who liv¢ at ilome while atter.lding Job
Corps. About 12 per‘centA of students Qere nonresidential during the period of the stﬁdy.
Nonrésidgntial stﬂudents.must live vﬁthin ;:ommutiﬁg distanc.e ;)f their centér, and they must be
judged able to benefit from Job Corps witﬁout leaving their community.

Impacts of the resideﬁtial component were estimated by compaﬁng the outcomes of program
group members designated fo; a resi(iential slot Before raﬂdom assignmént with the outcon'1es of
control grdup members designated for a residential slot. Similarly, the impacts of tﬁe nénresidential
component were estimated by comparing the experiences of program and control group members
désignated for noﬁresidential slots. Accordingly, the ar‘1alysis. examines (ll) the short-term
effectiveness of the residential program for youths who are typically assigned to residential slots,
and (2) the short-term effectiveness of the nonresidential program for youths who are typically
assigned to nonresidential slots. Differences in the students assigned to each component require that
we interpret the findings cautiously: they do rot tell us about the effectiveness of each component
for the -average Job Corps student or how students assigned to one component would have fared in
the other. -

Because nonresidents are predominantly females with children, we present separate. impact
estimates for (1) males, (2) females without children, and (3) females with children. Samples for
some of these subgroups are small (for example, the control group contains about 200 female
residential designees with children and about 200 youths in each nonresidential group).
Accordingly, some of the subgroup impact estimates are imprecise. Still, tlle differences in students
served in each component made it important to present separaté estimates for these groups. We

believe the pattern of findings reflects real differences in short-term outcomes across the groups.
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a. Impacts for Residential Students
For students assigned to the residential program, Job Corps was effective in the short term and
similarly effective for broad groups of students (Figures V1.9 and VI.10 and Tables D.8 to D.10).

The estimated impacts on employment and earnings late in the follow-up period were very similar

for male residents, female residents with children, and female residents without children. The impact

per participant on quarter IOlearnjngs per week was $19 for males and for females withbut children,
and it was $13 for femaleé with children. These impacts translate into percentage increases in
earnings ranging from 10 to 15 percent. These results suggest that disadvantéged youths wh; are
suifable for the residential component can benefit from being removed from their hbme

environments and given intensive services in a residential setting for a significant period of time.

b. Impacts for Nonresidential Students

The nonresidential component substantially improved the short-term employment-related
outcomes of females with children, but it did not improve these outcomes for males or for females
without children (Figures VI.11 and VI1.12 and Tables D.11 to D.13). For females with children,
participation in the nonresidential component improved earnings per week in quarter 10 by more
than $45--an increase of 37.5 percent. The estimated impacts on earnings for males and females
without children were small and not statistically significant.

The finding that estimated program impacts were large for females with children is important
because, as discussed, their barriers to successful employment are particularly acute. For example,
these women (who represent about 30 percent of all female students and about half of all
nonresidential students) tend to be highly dependent on public assistance, and many lack adequate
support systems.” Thus, the fact that Job Corps can increase employment and earnings for this group

is an important policy finding.
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FIGURE V1.9
AVERAGE EARNINGS PER WEEK FOR RESIDENTIAL DESIGNEES, BY QUARTER AND GENDER
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Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews.

*Difference between the mean outcome for program and control group members is statistically
significant at the 5 percent level. This difference is the estimated impact per eligible applicant.
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FIGURE VI.10

IMPACTS PER PARTICIPANT ON EARNINGS PER WEEK AND THE PERCENTAGE OF
WEEKS EMPLOYED IN QUARTER 10 FOR RESIDENTIAL DESIGNEES, BY GENDER
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Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews.

*Estimated impact per participant is statistically significant at the 5 percent level.
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FIGURE VI.11

AVERAGE EARNINGS PER WEEK FOR NONRESIDENTIAL DESIGNEES,
BY QUARTER AND GENDER
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Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews.

*Difference between the mean outcome for program and control group members is statistically
significant at the 5 percent level. This difference is the estimated impact per eligible applicant.
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FIGURE VIL.12

IMPACTS PER PARTICIPANT ON EARNINGS PER WEEK AND THE PERCENTAGE
OF WEEKS EMPLOYED IN QUARTER 10 FOR NONRESIDENTIAL DESIGNEES,

BY GENDER
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~Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews.

*Estimated impact per participant is statisfiéally significant at the 5 percent level.
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c. Interpretation of Findings

The impact findings by residential status should be interpreted with caution. As discussed, our
estimates provide information about the effectiveness of each component for the populations it
serves. The estimates cannot be used to assess how a youth in one component would fare in the
other one, or how effective each component would be for the average Job Corps student. This is
because the characteristics of residents differ from those of nonresidents in ways that can affect
outcomes.

For example, we find positive impacts for males in the residential component but not for males
in the nonresidential component. It is tempting, then, to conclude that male nonresidents would havé
better outcomes if they were instead assigned to the residential component. However, our results
cannot be used to support this conjecture, because there are known differences in the characteristics
of male residents and male nonresidents. While it is possible to control for some of these differences
(such as age, education level, and the presence of children), others (such as family commitments and
support, and motivation) are probably correlated with outcorﬁes and cannot be measured. These
unmeasured differences could lead to erroneous cénclusions about how nonresidential males would
fare in the residential component (and vice versa).

Instead, our results shed light on‘ how well the residential program serves youths who are
suitable for the residential component, and how well the nonresidential program serves youths who

are suitable for the nonresidential component.

4. Impacts for Other Key Subgroups

Estimated impacts on short-term postp'rogram employment and earnings differed for somé other
key subgroups defined by youth characteristics. Impacts were larger for those who lacked a high
school credential at application than for those with a high school credential, even when controlling
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for age. Whites and African Americans experienced larger gains than other racial and ethnic groups.
Although some evidence suggests that earnings impacts were smaller for those with serious arrest
charges, impacts were similar at quarter 10 for those who had and had not been arrested. Impacts

were the same for those who applied before and after the new Job Corps ZT policies took effect.

a. [Educational Attainment

Impacts on employment and earnings were larger for those who lacked a high school credential
(GED or high school diploma) than for those with a high school credential at random assignment
(Figure VI.13 and Table D.14). Across all ages, participants without a high school credential earned
an average of about $22 more per week in quarter 10 than they would have if they had not enrolled
in Job Corps, and their percentage of weeks worked in quarter 10 was about four percentage points
higher. These impact estimates are statistically significant at the 1 percent level. For students who
had no high school credential at baseline, the impacts were smaller and not statistically significant.'?

The estimates for students without a high school credential are heavily influenced by the 16- and
17-year-old students, nearly all of whom had no credential. In contrast, about half the students 20
or older had no credential. To disentangle the effects of age and educational attainment, we also
estimated impacts by high school credential status for the older age groups separately (Figure VI1.13).

Within the older group, the impacts for those who lacked a high school credential were larger
than the impacts for those who had one. For example, the impact on earnings per week in quarter

10 was $36 for 20- to 24-year-old students without a credential, which translates to a 22 percent

’We also estimated separate impacts for those with a GED and those with a high school
diploma at random assignment. The impacts for those with a GED were more similar to the impacts
for those who lacked a high school credential than to the impacts for those with a high school
diploma. However, impacts for those with a GED are not statistically significant. Furthermore,
sample sizes are small for the GED group (see Table A.1). Thus, we are not confident that the GED
results represent true effects; hence, we do not highlight them.
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FIGURE VI.13

IMPACTS PER PARTICIPANT ON EARNINGS PER WEEK AND'THE PERCENTAGE OF WEEKS
EMPLOYED IN QUARTER 10, BY HIGH SCHOOL CREDENTIAL STATUS AND AGE .
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Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews.

*Estimated impact per participant is statistically significant at the 5 percent level.
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increase in earnings due to program particiéation. The impacts for 20- to 24-year-olds with a GED
or high school diploma were positive, but smaller. The impacts for the 18- and 19-year-olds are
statistically insignificant both for those with and for those without a credential, although the
estimates were larger for those without one.

Students with a high school credential typically participated in Job Corps for longer periods than
those without one. The average duration of participation was 7.7 months for program group
enrollees without a credential, comp.afed 'to‘9..1 months for those with one. Thus, the postprogram
period was about 1.4 months longer on average for thoée Qvith’out a credential. It will be important

to determine whether this pattern of findings holds over the longer 48-month follow-up period.

b. Arrest Experience

To be eligible for Job Corps, applicants must be free of behavioral problems that would prevent
them from adjusting to Job Corps standards of conduct or that would pose risks to other students.
While prior involvement with the criminal justice system does not disqualify an applicant, youths
with such involvement are carefully screened by the OA agency and often by the regional office.
An important policy question is whether Job Corps can effectiveiy serve those who have had
pfoblems with the law.

Job Corps impacts on short-term emplbyrhent-related outcomes were slightly larger for those
who were never arrested than for those who were ever arrested prior to random assignment (Figure
VI.14 and Table D.14). The impact estimafe on earnings per week in quarter 10-was $17 for those
without arrest charges, as compared to $1 1 for those with arrest charg-es.

“We also eétimated separate impacts for those who were ever arrested for serious crimes

(aggravated assault, m_urder, robbery, and burglary) and those who were arrested for nonserious
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FIGURE VI1.14

IMPACTS PER PARTICIPANT ON EARNINGS PER WEEK AND THE PERCENTAGE OF WEEKS
EMPLOYED IN QUARTER 10, BY ARREST HISTORY, RACE AND ETHNICITY, AND APPLICATION DATE
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crimes (Table D.l4). Our findings indicate that the program had no effect on those with serious
" arrests, whereas program effects on those with nonserious arrests and no arrests were similar.?
These results suggest that those who have had serious encounters with the law do not benefit
significantly from participation in Job Corps. However, the group with serious arrests is very small
(less than 5 pefcent of the sample), and the mean earnings for control group members in this arrest

group was improbably high. Thus, conclusions for this group should be treated with caution.

¢. Race and Ethnicity

Job Corps was more effective in the short term for whites and African Americans than for
Hispanics and other racial and ethnic groups (which includes American Indians, Alaskan Natives,
Asians, and Pacific Islanders). As shown in Figure VI1.14 and Table D.14, the estimated impact on
quarter 10 earnings per week was $32 for white students and $15 for African American students, and
both are statistically significant. The percentage increase in earnings was 16 percent for whites and
10 percent for African Americans. The impact estimates were smaller and not statistically
significant for Hispanics and the other race and ethnicity group. We find the same general pattern
of results across age and gender groups (although there is some evidence that short-term impacts
were positive for 16- and 17-year-ol.d Hispanics).

As with several other subgroupAﬁndilngs,_ whites and African Americans had shorter average
periods of participation in the program than thé other groups. Whites and African Americans

participated in Job Corps for an average of about 7.6 months each, as compared to 9.4 months for

The difference between the employment-related impact estimates across the three groups are
statistically significant.
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Hispanics and 8.5 months for those in other racial and ethnic groups.'* Thus, it may take longer until
positive impacts are observed for Hispanics, American Indians, Alaskan Natives, Asians, and Pacific

Islanders.

d. Job Corps Application Date and the New Job Cofps Policies
job Corps instituted strict ZT poliéies for violence and drugs in March 1995 in response to
congressional concéms about safety on center. Students suspected of specific acts of violence or of
possession or sale of illegal drugs are now removed from the center immediately and, if fact-finding
establishes that they committed the alleged offenses, terminated from the program. These new
policies took effect early in the sample intake period for the study. To assess the extent to which
these new policies might have affected the impact estimates, we calculated impacts separately for
those who applied before and after March 1, 1995.
~ Short-term employment and earnings impacts were similar for the cohorts emolled before and
after the ZT policies took effect (Figure VI.14 and Table D.14). The impact estimate on earnings
per week in quarter 10 was about $19 for the post-ZT group, compared to $14 for the pre-ZT group,
and the difference in the impact estimates is not statistically significant. Furthermore, the difference
in the earnings impacts were due to slightly lower control group mean earnings for the post-ZT
group and not to higher mean program group earnings for the post-ZT group. In addition, Job Corps
enrollment rates among the program group, the distribution of the duration of stay in the program,
and impacts on education-related outcomes were similar for the two groups. Thus, it does not appear

that the new policies had much effect on short-term earnings impacts.

“Many Hispanics and Asians students live in Region 9, and the average duration of stay for
students who attend centers in Region 9 is longer, on average, than for students who attend centers
in any other region:
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The impact estimates for the pre-ZT group should be interpreted with caution, because p’rog'r"axﬁ
group members in the pre-ZT group who were in Job Corps after March 1, 1995, became subject to
the new rules. About 91 peréent of program group enrollees in the pre-ZT group participated in Job
Corps after March 1, 1995, and the pre-ZT group spent an average of 78 percent of their total time
in Job Corps after the ZT policies took effect. Thus, imp;clct estimates pertaining to the pre-ZT
period are contaminated. Furthermore, program experiences could_ differ by season, and because ‘of
the limited sample intake period, the data are not available to compare impacts‘for those in pre-ZT
and post-ZT groups who were recruited during the same time of yeér. Thus, while we find no effect

of the new policies, the evidence is fairly weak.
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VII. WELFARE, CRIME, ILLEGAL DRUG USE, AND OTHER OUTCOMES

This chapter analyzes a range of other outcomes that Job Corps may influence. These analyses,
in addition to those of education and training, earnings, and employment, are designed to help assess
the extent to which Job Corps achieves its goal of helping students become more responsible and
productive.

The chapter addresses six specific questions:

1. Does participation in Job Corps reduce dependence on welfare and other forms of public

income support?

2. Does Job Corps reduce involvement with the criminal justice system or the severity of
crimes that program participants commit?

3. Are participants less likely to use tobacco, alcohol, and illegal drugs?
4. Does Job Corps improve the overall health of participants?

5. Does Job Corps reduce the likelihood of bearing or fathering children while unmarried,
or increase the likelihood of forming stable, long-term relationships?

6. Does Job Corps influence the types of areas that participants move to after they leave
the program?
To address these questions, we present program impacts on a diverse set of outcomes, both for the
full sample and for key student subgroups.
As with education outcomes, and in contrast to employment-related outcomes, we expected
program impacts on many of these nonlabor market outcomes to be largest during the early part of
the follow-up period and perhaps to diminish later on. For example, we expected that program

impacts on welfare receipt, crime, and illegal drug use would be substantial during the period when
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program group members were enrolled in Job Corps, and would diminish over time as the youths
left the program.

-Two factors led to these expectations. First, while participants are in Job Corps, their activities
are restricted, their behavior is monitored, and their material needs are met. Consequently, there is
less need for public assistance and less opportunity to engage in activities that-lead to arrests.
Second, we hypothesized that sample members would be less likely to receive public assistance, to
engage in criminal activities, and to use illegal drugs as they matured and as their household incomes
increased. With this maturation, we anticipated reductions in the size of program impacts over time.
Because of these factors, we anticipated that impacts on many of these nonlabor market outcomes
during the brief 30-month follow-up period would be more representative of the full effects of the
program than would the similarly short-term impacts on employment and earnings.

Job Corps participation reduced the receipt of public assistance benefits. - Overall, program
group members reported receiving about $300. less in benefits (across several public assistance
programs) than control group members, and this impact is statistically significant. Contrary to our
expectations, however, impacts on public assistance receipt were not concentrated in the early part
of the follow-up period but persisted throughout the period.

The estimated program impacts on the receipt of individual types of assistance were small and
in many cases not statistically significant. The-average number of months receiving Aid to Families
with Dependent Children (AFDC) or Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) benefits

differed by just.0.2 months (3.5 months for the program group and 3.7 for the control group).

Control group members received food stamps for slightly more months on average than program

group members (4.8 months, compared to 4.3 months). Impacts on the receipt of general assistance



(GA), Social Security Income (SSI), and WIC benefits and on the likelihood of being covered by
public health insurance were small.

Job Corps participation significantly reduced arrest rates. About 27.7 percent of control group
members were arrested during the 30-month follow-up period, compared to 23.3 percent of program
group members (a statistically significant impact of -4.4 percentage points per eligible applicant).
The impact per participant was -6.1 percentage points, which translates to a 22 percent reduction in
the arrest rate due to program participation. Reductions in the arrest rates were largest during the first
year after random assignment (when most program enrollees were in Job Corps). Interestingly,
however, arrest reductions were also statistically significant during the later months of the follow-up
period, after most youths had left Job Corps.

Program group members were less likely to have arrest charges for all categories of crimes.
However, reductions were slightly larger for less serious crimes (such as disorderly conduct and
trespassing).

Job Corps participation also reduced convictions and incarcerations resulting from a conviction.
Nearly 21 percent of control group members were ever convicted during the follow-up period,
compared to 17 percent of program group members. Similarly, Job Corps participation reduced the
percentage incarcerated for convictions by 3 percentage points (from 14 percent to 11 percent).

Although the level of criminal activity differed substantially across youth subgroups, the
impacts on crime outcomes were very similar (in particular, by gender and age). We ﬁnd some
differences, however, in crime impacts by residential status. Job Corps reduced arrest rates for male
residents, female residents, and female nonresidents. However, impacts were smaller for male

nonresidents.



Job Corps had little effect on the self-reported use of tobacco, alcohol, and illegal drugs, for the
full sample and for key subgroups. It also had little effect on time spent in drug treatment. Job
Corps, however, significantly reduced the percentage of youths who rated their health as “poor” or
“fair” at the time of the 12-month and 30-month interviews. At each interview, about 18 percent of
the control group and 15 percent of the program group said their health was “poor” or “fair.”

Finally, the program had no effect on family formation and mobility, either for the full sample
or for key youth subgroups. About 25 percent of those in both the program and control groups had
a child during the follow-up period (32 percent of females and 19 percent of males). Similarly,
about one-quarter of each group was living with a partner at the 30-month interview. About a fourth
of parents were living with all their children, and about 80 percent of males with children provided
support for noncustodial children. .The distance between the zip codes of residence at application
to Job Corps and at the 30-month interview was less than 10 miles for about three-quarters of both
research groups. Furthermore, the average characteristics of the counties of residence at 30 months

were similar for program and control group members.

A. RECEIPT OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AND OTHER SOURCES OF INCOME

Many sample members were dependent on public assistance before they applied to Job Corps.
Nearly 60 percent of eligible applicants received some form of public income assistance in the year
before random assignment (51 percent of males, 67 percent of females, and 88 percent of females
with children; Schochet 1998a). Thus, the extent to which Job Corps reduces participants’ reliance
on public assistance benefits, in both the short term and the longer term, is an important question.

Job Corps participants may experience a reduction in welfare receipt while they are enrolled in
the program, because the program provides shelter (except to nonresidential students), food, and a
small stipend. After they leave Job Corps, students may receive less public income support because
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of higher earnings. The program might also affect other sources of income, such as child support
payments and income from friends.
In the following sections, we present impacts on the receipt of public assistance benefits and

other sources of income for the full sample and for key youth subgroups.

1. Full Sample Results

The analysis relies on self-reports by sample members about assistance that they or their spouse
or children who lived with them received from four groups of programs: (1) the federal Aid to
Families with Dependent Children program (AFDC), which was replaced in 1996 with the program
to provide Temporary Assistance for Needy Families with children (TANF); (2) the federal Food
Stamp Program,; (3) general assistance (GA) programs, which are locally funded efforts to provide
income support to people who have no children and consequently do not qualify for AFDC/TANF;
and (4) other federal programs that provide income support to people who are disabled, including
the Supplemental Security Income (SSI) and Social Security Retirement, Disability, or Survivor
benefit (SSA) programs. In addition, respondents were asked to report on receipt of a variety 6f in-
kind benefits (public health assistance, public housing, and WIC), as well as Unemployment
Insurance (UI), child support, and support from family and friends.

In the first subsection below, we present data on total receipt of AFDC/TANTF, food stamps, GA,
and SSI/SSA benefits. The second subsection presents additioﬁai details by type of benefit received,

including the in-kind programs and other sources of income.

a. Impacts on Total Benefit Receipt
Figure VIL1 displays the percentage of program and control group members who received

AFDC/TANF, food stamps, SSI/SSA, or GA during each quarter after random assignment. The
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FIGURE VII.1

RECEIPT OF AFDC/TANF, FOOD STAMP, SSI/SSA, OR GA BENEFITS,
- ' BY QUARTER Ce

Percentage Received Benefits in Quarter

35

Control

10

1 2* 3 4* 5* 6* 7* 8* 9* 10*
Quarter After Random Assignment

Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews.:

*Difference between the mean outcome for program and control group members is statistically. .
significant at the S percent level. This difference is the estimated impact per eligible applicant.
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differences between the program and control group percentages are estiméted impacts per eligible
applicant. The statistical significance of these impact estimates is indicated by asterisks along the
horizontal axis. Table VII.1 displays more information on .thése' iﬁpact estimates and presents
impact findings on the number of months the youth received benefits and on the amount of benefits
received. The estimates in the tables are displayed by quarter and for the following three post-
random assignment periods: (1) months 1 to 12 (a period of intensive Job Corps participa&ion for the
program group), (2) months 13 to 24 (a period of still significant but less intensive Job Corps
participation), and (3) months 25 to 30 (a postprogram period for most program group'éprolle'es).

The levels of reported public assistance receipt Wére‘ fairly constant from quarter to quarter,
although there was a slight downward trend in average levels of' .re.ceipt. For example, among the
control group, the average percentage receiviﬁg public assistance in each quarter during the first
year after random assignment was 27 percent, the percentage receiving it in each quarter of the
second year was about 24 percent, and the percentage receiving it in the first two quarters of the third
year was about 23 percent.!

The impacts on reported public assistance receipt were constént from quarter to quarter
throughout the 30-month follow-up period. The rates of receipt were two to three percentage points
lower among the program group than among the control group in each quarter after quarter 1, and
the differences are statistically significant. In percentage terms, the impacts were between 15 and

20 percent per participant. As one would expect from this pattern, total months of receipt was about

'"The spikes in the benefit receipt rate in quarters 1 and 5 are likely due to a “seam problem.”
Quarter 1 is the last quarter covered by the baseline interview and the first quarter covered by the
12-month interview. Similarly, quarter 5 is the last quarter covered by the 12-month interview and
the first quarter covered by the 30-month interview. Some respondents who reported at the baseline
(12-month) interview that they recently received benefits may have forgotten that they were
receiving these benefits during the 12-month (30-month) interview.

- m
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TABLE VII.1

IMPACTS ON THE RECEIPT OF AFDC/TANF, FOOD STAMP, SSI/SSA, OR GA BENEFITS

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible " Job Corps Impact per . Gain from
Outcome Measure Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Percentage Received Benefits,
by Quarter After Random
Assignment
1 318 - 33.1 -1.3 30.0 -1.8 -5.8
2 21.7 24.6 -2.9%%+ 19.7 -3.9%¢ -16.7
3 22.1 25.2 XN R 20.3 -4.3%¢ -17.4
4 235 26.6 EX N R 21.8 -4.2%% -16.1
5 28.0 304 -2.3%ss 26:2 23280 -10.9
6 20.3 228 -2.5%%+ 18.5 -3.4%% -15.4
7 19.0 222 -3.2%+ 17.2 -4.4%** -20.2
8 19.1 21.8 S2.7%%+ 17.2 -3.7%r -17.7
9 19.6 224 -2.8%%* 17.8 -3.8¢%# -17.5
10 20.7 23.2 -2.5%%+ 19.0 -3.4%* -153
Percentage Received Benefits,
by Period
All months 46.3 49.1 ~2.8%+ 44.3 -3.8%* -1.9
Months 1 to 12 36.1 38.6 -2.5%%+ 34.1 -3.5%0 -9.2
Months 13 to 24 328 36.0 =3.2%% 30.7 -4.4%** -12.5
Months 25 to 30 221 24.7 -2.6%** 20.3 -3.6%** -15.1
Month 30 19.6 21.8 -2.2%%¢ 18.0 -3.0%** -14.1
Average Number of Months
Received Benefits, by Period
All months . 6.2 7.0 -0.8%** 57 S0 -16.0
Months 1 to 12 2.7 3.1 <03+ 25 -0.5%** -16.0
Months 13 to 24 24 2.7 -0.3%++ 22 -0.4%** -16.2
Months 25 to 30 1.1 1.3 -0.1%+* 1.0 -0.2%** -16.3
Average Amount of Benefits
Received, by Period (in Dollars) _
All months 2,451.7 2,761.1 -309.5%*+* 2,214.6 ~424.5%** -16.1
Months 1to 12 1,044.2 1,167.5 -123.3%%+ 956.0 -169.2%** -15.0
Months 13 to 24 9354 = 1,052.7 -117.3%%+ 836.5 -160.9%** -16.1
Months 25 to 30 460.7 519.7 -59.0%** 413.5 -80.9%*+ -16.4
Sample Size 7,311 4,476 11,787 5,246
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NOTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the

selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

*Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group

members.

bEstimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for t
in the Job Corps participation rate.

°The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean

outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***+Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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0.8 months lower on average for the program group (6.2 months, compared to 7.0 months for the
control group), and average total benefits were about $310 lower (about $2,450 for the program
group and $2,760 for the control group).

As described below, this $310 impact on total benefits was due to the sum of small impacts on

the amount of AFDC/TANF, food stamp, SSI/SSA, and GA benefits received.

b. Impacts by Ty‘pe of Bene;ii Receipt

Job Corps participation haﬂ little effect on vthe receipt of benefits from programs providing
incomebsupport to families with children (AFDC/TANF) during the follow—up period (Figure VII.2
and Table VII.2). About 30 percent of each research group reported ever receiving AFDC/TANF
benefits during the follow-up period. The control group was slightly more likely to have received
benefits in each quarter after quarter 1, although the estimated impacts are not statistically significant
at the 5 percent level. The control group received an average of $66 more AFDC/TANF benefits
- than the program group over the 30-month period ($1,107, compared to $1,041).

Job Corps participation had a modest effect on the receipt of food stamp benefits (Figure VII.2
and Table VIL.3). About 35 perg:c;nt of control group members ever reéeived food stamps during the
30 months, compared to 32 per;:ent of program group. meﬁbers (;ln impact of 3 percentage points
per eligible applicant). The estimated impacts are statistically signiﬁcant for the fuu period and for
most quarters. Job Corps participants received benefits for about two weeks (0.6 months) less on
average than they would have if they had not enrolled in the program (a 13 percent reduction) and
recéeived an average of about $85 less iﬁ benefits (a 10 percent reduction). Surprisingly, the food

stamp benefit receipt rates did not decline over time, and the impacts were similar during the period
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FIGURE VIL.2

RECEIPT OF AFDC/TANF AND FOOD STAMP BENEFITS,
' ' BY QUARTER

Percentage Ever Received AFDC/TANF in Quarter

20

Control

15

10

1 .2 3 4 5. 6 7 8 9 10
Quarter After Random Assignment

Percentage Ever Received Food Stamps in Quarter

2 Control
20 Z \ Group
15 - Program
"~ ' . Group
10
5

1 2* 3* 4 5 6 7 8 9* 10*
Quarter After Random Assignment

Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews.

*Difference between the mean outcome for program and control group members is statistically
significant at the 5 percent level. This difference is the estimated impact per eligible applicant.
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TABLE VII.2

IMPACTS ON THE RECEIPT OF AFDC/TANF BENEFITS

: . Estimated Impact ~ Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program  Control for Eligible Job Corps Impact for Gain from
Outcome Measure Group Group Applicants® Participants Participants®  Participation*®
Percentage Received AFDC/
TANF Benefits, by Quarter
After Random Assignment
1 22.1 215 0.6 213 0.8 3.7
2 12.3 12.7 -0.4 11.4 -0.6 -4.8
3 12.2 13.2 -1.0 11.3 -1.3 -104
4 12.9 14.0 -1.1* 119 -1.5* -11.2
5 15.7 16.3 -0.6 14.7 -0.8 -5.0
6 114 12.1 -0.7 10.5 -0.9 -83
7 10.8 11.7 -0.9 9.9 -1.2 -11.0
8 10.6 11.6 -1.0* 9.6 -1.4* -13.0
9 11.0 12.0 -1.0* 10.2 h -1.4* -119
10 11.4 12.0 -0.6 10.7 -0.8 211
Percentage Received AFDC/
TANF Benefits, by Period :
All months 302 30.7 -0.6 289 -0.8 2.6
Months 1to 12 24.0 244 -0.3 22.8 -0.5 -2.0
Months 13 to 24 18.4 19.8 -1.4* 17.2 -1.9* -10.1
Months 25 to 30 12.3 13.2 -0.9 11.5 -1.3 . -10.0
Month 30 10.9 11.3 -04 10.3 -0.6 -54
Average Number of Months
Received AFDC/TANF
Benefits, by Period
All months 35 3.7 -0.2 33 -0.3 -84
Months 1to 12 1.6 1.6 -0.1 1.5 -0.1 -1.7
Months 13 to 24 1.3 1.4 -0.1 1.2 -0.1 -9.0
Months 25 to 30 0.6 0.7 0.0 0.6 -0.1 -8.8
Average Amount of AFDC/
TANF Benefits Received, by
Period (in Dollars)
All months 1,041.2 1,107.2 -66.0 961.2 -90.6 -8.6
Months 1to 12 ) 455.2 483.5 -28.3 423.7 - -38.8 -8.4
Months 13 to 24 3904 4134 -23.1 3574 -31.6 -8.1
Months 25 to 30 191.8 202.9 -11.0 176.9 -15.1 -7.9
Sample Size 7,311 4,476 11,787 5,246
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NOTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the
selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

*Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group
members.

"Estimated impacts per Job Corps parliciphnt are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate.

“The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean
outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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IMPACTS ON THE RECEIPT OF FOOD STAMP BENEFITS

TABLE VIL3

i

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Percentage Received Food
Stamp Benefits, by Quarter
After Random Assignment - :
1 18.5 19.9 -1.4* 16.4 -2.0* -10.8
2 14.8 16.5 -1.7** 12.7 -2.3*+ -15.6
3 15.4 17.2 -1.7** 135 -2.4** -15.0
4 16.7 18.2 -1.6** 14.9 -2.1** -12.6
5 20.5 20.7 -0.2 18.7 -0.3 -15
6 14.7 15.9 -1.1* 13.2 -1.6* -10.6
7 13.7 . 15.7 -2.0%** 12.0 2274 -18.4
8 13.9 15.5 -1.6** 12.4 2.2 -14.8
9 14.4 - 16.1 1.7+ 12.8 -2.3** -15.0
10 15.4 17.3 -1.9%*+ 13.9 -2.6*** -15.7
Percentage Received Food
Stamps, by Period
All months 323 35.5 -3.2%%+ 29.9 -4.4%%% -12.8
Months 1 to 12 225 25.2 -2.8%* 20.2 -3.8%s -15.8
Months 13 to 24 24.6 26.0 -1.4* 225 -1.9* -7.9
Months 25t0 30 . 16.3 18.3 <2.0%** 14.7 22,744 -15.4
Month 30 14.4 16.0 -1.6** 129 -2.2%+ -145
Average Number of Months
Received Food Stamps, by
Period :
All months 43 4.8 -0.4%+* 38 -0.6*** -133
Months 1 to 12 1.8 2.0 -0.2%+ 1.6 -0.3** -13.9
Months 13 to 24 1.7 1.8 -0.1*+ 15 -0.2** -11.8
Months 25 to 30 08 0.9 -0.1** 0.7 -0.1** -152
Average Amount of Food
Stamps Received, by Period
(in Dollars)
All months 8712 932.9 -61.8* 763.6 -84.7* -10.0
Months 1to 12 361.2 385.0 -23.9 315.6 -32.7 94
Months 13 to 24 337.8 360.2 -22.4 296.7 -30.7 9.4
Months 25 to 30 168.0 181.5 -13.5 147.4 -18.5 -11.1
Sample Size 7,311 4,476 11,787 5,246
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NOTE: . . All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal welghtmg of the data and clustering caused by the

selection of areas slated for i in-person interviewing at baseline.

°Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group

members.

bEstimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate.

°The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean

outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
**+Sionificantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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when many program group members were enrolled in the program and during the period when many
had left the program.

| Receipt of GA benefits was rare (Table VI1.4). During the 30-month fbllow-up period, about
3 percent of each group received GA benefits, although slightly fewer program group members did

so (2.6 percent of the program group and 3.1 percent of the control group). Impacts were small on

.the amount of GA benefits received.

Receipt of SSI/SSA benéﬁts was more common than receipt of GA benefits, but it was still
uncommon (Table VII.4). However, impacts on the SSI/SSA measures were larger. For example,
9.2 percent of the control group and 7.6 percent of the program group reported receiving SSI/SSA
benefits, a statistically significant reduction of 1.7 percentage points per eligible applicant (2.3
percentage points per participant). Reductions in the number of months of receiptA (0.5 months) and
total benefits received ($234) translate to 33 percent reductions due to program participation.

We find few differences in the receipt of other in-kind assistance (Table VIL.5). About one-third
of program and control group members were covered by a public health insurance program (and

about 30 percent by Medicaid) at each interview point.>*> About 40 percent of the females in each

’Those receiving AFDC/TANF were eligible for Medicaid. Thus, we assumed that those
receiving AFDC/TANF benefits at the interview dates were covered by Medicaid even if they
reported that they were not covered. The impact results are very similar if we do not make this

assumption (in which case about 26 percent rather than 30 percent of both groups were covered by
Medicaid).

>Among those covered by health insurance at 12 months, a slightly lower proportion of program
than control group members reported being covered by Medicaid and a slightly higher proportion
reported being covered by another public assistance program. We may observe this pattern because
some program group enrollees may have reported that they were covered by health insurance through
Job Corps. We do not observe this pattern at 30 months because nearly all program group
participants were no longer in Job Corps at this point.
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IMPACTS ON THE RECEIPT OF GA AND SSI/SSA BENEFITS

TABLE VIL4

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentége
Program Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Percentage Received GA
Benefits
All months 26 3.1 -0.5 24 -0.7 -21.7
Months 1 to 12 1.5 1.6 -0.2 1.4 -0.2 -15.4
Months 13 to 24 1.7 20 03 1.7 -0.4 -19.2
Months 25 to 30 1.0 1.1 -0.1 0.9 -0.1 -12.6
Average Number of Months
Ever Received GA 0.2 03 0.0 02 0.0 -14.5
Average Amount of GA
Benefits Ever Received (in
Dollars) 553 64.3 -89 54.6 -12.2 -18.3
Percentage Received SSI/SSA
Benefits
Al months 7.6 9.2 -1.7%** 7.2 -2.3%xx -23.9
Months 1 to 12 5.1 6.7 -1.6*** 49 LV Lk -30.1
Months 13 to 24 6.6 8.1 -1.5%** 6.2. 22, 1% <253
Months 25 to 30 37 4.9 <1.2%** 33 <17 =342
Average Number of Months
Ever Received SSI/SSA
Benefits 1.2 1.6 -0.4%** 1.1 -0.5*** -32.0
Average Amount of SSI/SSA
Benefits Ever Received (in
Dollars) 512.7 683.4 -170.7*** 471.5 -234.2*** -33.2
Sample Size 7,311 4,476 11,787 5,246

SOURCE:

NOTE:

selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

members.

in the Job Corps participation rate.

outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
** Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.
Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal wenghtmg of the data and clustering caused by the

*Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group

®Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error

“The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean



TABLE VILS

IMPACTS ON PUBLIC HEALTH INSURANCE COVERAGE AND THE RECEIPT OF
WIC AND PUBLIC HOUSING BENEFITS

. Estimated Impact - Program Group Estimated' Percentage
: Program Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Type of Public Health Insurance
Coverage at the 12-Month
Interview
Not Covered 64.9 64.5 0.4* 65.8 0.6* . 0.9
Medicaid 29.9 312 -13 28.8 -1.8 -6.0
Another public health : .
assistance program 5:3 4.4 0.9 5.5 1.3 30.2
Type of Public Health Insurance
Coverage at the 30-Month
Interview
Not Covered 66.0 65.3 0.6*% 67.3 0.9*% 1.3
Medicaid 320 319 0.1 30.7 0.1, 0.5
Another public health -
assistance program 2.0 2.8 -0.8 2.0 -1.0 -33.7
Percentage Received WIC
Benefits (for Females Only)
All months 40.1 39.8 0.2 : 39.1 03 038
Months 1 to 12 18.5 20.2 -1.7 17.0 23 -12.0 -
Months 13 to 24 33.7 345 -0.8 32.6 -1.0 -3.1
Months 25to 30 31.0 303 0.7 31.0 1.0 33
Average Number of Months
Ever Received WIC Benefits .
(for Females Only) 6.3 6.5 -0.3 6.0 -0.4 -5.7
Percentage Lived in a Public
Housing Project ' _
At 12 months 15.2° 16.1 -0.9 ' 143 -1.3 -8.1
At 30 months 15.0 15.9 -1.0 14.9 -1.3 ) --8.1
Sample Size 7,311 4,476 11,787 5,246
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
FNOTE:‘ All estimates were calculatéd using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the
selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

*Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group
members. : - . N

®Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
. in the Job Corps participation rate.

°The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean
outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant. :

4The significance levels pertain to statistical tests for difference in the distribution of the outcome measure for program and control group
members. ;

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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group received WIC benefits. About 15 percent of sample members lived in public housing at each
interview point. -

Finally, the receipt of other types of income was not affected by Job Corps participation (Table
E.1). Control group members were slightly more likely than program group members to receive Ul
benefits, although only about 3 percent of both groups received these benefits. The negative impact
estimates, however, are statistically significant, and they are consistent with the finding that control
group members were employed more and held more jobs during the follow-up period. Impacts on
income from child support. payments, friends, and other sources were small and not statistically

significant.

2. Subgroup Results

| In our sample, young men, young women with no children at baseline, and young women with
children at baseline were likely to have had very different experiences with public assistance
programs. The young men were much less likely than the females to have had children at random
assignment (11 percent, compared to 29 percent), to have lived with their children, and, as discussed
later in this chapter, were mucﬁ less likel}; to have had children' during the follow-up period (19
percent, compared to 32 percent). Thus, we expected the male youths to be less reliant than the
female youths on welfare in general and on AFDC/TANF benefits in particular. To be sure, some
males may have reported receiving AFDC/TANF benefits if they lived with parents and younger
siblings or if they formed their own households that contained children. However, we expected that
food stamps, GA, or SSI/SSA benefits would constitute a large share of welfare receipt among male
recipients, because males could have been eligible for these benefits whether or not they lived with

children. On the other hand, almost one-third of young women with no children at baseline gave
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birth during the 30-month period and, hence, could have become eligible for AFDC/TANF (and
WIC) benefits when their children were born (or shortly before). Thus, we might expect that these
females would be more reliant on AFDC/TANF benefits. Finally, the young women who had
children at the time they applied for Job Corps may have feceived AFDC/TANF while in Job Corps
if they were nonresidential students, or their children may have received it while they were attending
Job Corps if they were residentjal students. Thus, this group was expected to be particularly
dependent on public assistance. Although the preceding section pro;lided an overview of program
impacts on receipt of public assistance, it necessarily obscures differences in the experiences of these
groups with divergent needs and circumstancés.

This section presents impacts on public assistance receipt for males and females with and
without children at random assignment. Figure VII.3 displays the percentage of program group and
control group members in each of these subgroups who ever receiQéd key types of public assistance
during each quarter of the follow-up period. Figure VII.4 summarizeé data on thé composition of
benefits received for each subgroup, and Tables E.2 to E.4 display more details on the impact
findings. The section concludés with a brief discussion of impacts on kley wglfare outcomes for

other youth subgroups.

a. Impacts for Males
The level of public assistance receipt among male control group members declined somewhat
during the 30-month follow-up period. During the first year, about 19 percent of control group

males received public assistance per quarter. During the second year, about 14 percent received

‘benefits per quarter, and the figure was about 13 percent during the last six months of the follow-up
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FIGURE VIL3

PERCENTAGE 'wHo RECEIVED AFDC/TANF, FOOD STAMP, SSI/SSA, OR GA BENEFITS,
FOR MALES AND FOR FEMALES WITH AND WITHOUT CHILDREN, BY QUARTER
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Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month foliow—up interviews.

*Difference between the mean outcome for program and control group members is statistically
significant at the 5 percent level. This difference is the estimated impact per eligible applicant.
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FIGURE VIL.4

AVERAGE DOLLAR VALUE OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE BENEFITS RECEIVED BY MALES
. AND BY FEMALES WITH AND WITHOUT CHILDREN, BY BENEFIT TYPE
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Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews.

Note: The total benefit figures do not equal the sum of the benefit figures by type because of missing values. significant at the 5
percent level.

*Difference between the mean outcome for program and control group members is statistically
significant at the 5 percent level. This difference is the estimated impact per eligible applicant.
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period. Approximately 55 percent of the total amount of benefits that the male control group
members received was from AFDC/TANF and food stamps, while about 40 percent was from
SSI/SSA, and the balance was from GA.

Impacts on public assistance receipt for males were nearly constant throughout the follow-up
period. The difference in the percentage receiving assistance was 3 percentage points. The impact
on benefits per month was about $10 per month during thé first year; the second year, and the first
six months of the third follow-up year. It appears likely that some males in the program group
stopped receiving public assistance when they enrolled in Job Corps (because nearly all enrolled as

residential students) and continued not receiving it after they left the program.

b. Impacts for Females Without Children

In the control group, welfare receipt among female applicants who had no children was
essentially unchanged over the follow-up period. Despite quarter-to-quarter fluctuations, an average
of 27 percent of the control group received public assistance in each quarter during the follow-up
period. About 70 percent of the total value of benefits these control group members reported
receiving was from AFDC/TANF or food stamps.

In contrast to the time profile of impacts on public assistance receipt amdng the males, impacts
among females without children were larger early but declined over time. The impacts on receipt
in each quarter were nearly 4 percentage points during the first 12 months and declined to 3
percentage points during the second 12 months. By the last six months of the follow-up period, they
were small and not statistically significant. Similarly, the impact bn benefits per month declined
from $17 to $13 to $9 over this same period. It appears that public assistance receipt was lower for

the program group in the first year because the women were in Job Corps. After the first year,
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however, the rates of receipt among the program group increased as the women had children (as
nearly one-third did during the 30-month follow-up period), while the rates of welfare receipt among

the control group remained unchanged.

¢. Impacts for Females with Children

Females with children at baseline exhibited patterns of public assistance receipt and impacts on
these outcomes that differed from those of males and females without children. These differences
stem in large measure from the fact that a large fraction of females with children are nonresidential
students. Not surprisingly, public assistance receipt was much more common for females with
children than for males and females without children. About three-quarters of control group females
with children typically received public assistance during each quarter in the first year after random
assignment. The benefit receipt rate declined during the last six months to just under two-thirds, but
it remained high. As one would expect, nearly 90 percent of the public assistance that females with
children received over the 30-month follow-up period was AFDC/TANF or food stamps benefits.

The time profile of impacts on the public assistance of females with children also differs from
the profiles for males and females without children. In contrast to males (for whom impacts were
constant over time) and to females with no children (for whom impacts declined), the impacts on the
public assistance receipt of females with children increased over the follow-up period. During the
first year, the average difference in the percentage receiving public assistance in each quarter was
less than 1 percentage point. This average difference increased to about 3 percentage points on
average during the second year and to 5 percentage points during the last six months of the follow-up

period.
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It appears that program group members relied on public assistance to support them and their
children while they attended. Job Corps, but that some were able to leave public assistance near the
end of the 30-month period as their earnings increased. These findings are consistent with our
findings that impacts on short-term earnings were relatively larg; for females with children (see

Chapter VI).

d. Impacts for Other Sul.)gr‘"oups |

There were few differeﬁces in ir;lpa.c.ts on public assistance “.f.neas‘ures for most other key
subgroups defined by youth characte;ristics (.Tablé E.5). Ifnpééf estfrnates Were similar by age, high
school credential status, arrest experience, and whethef fhe yoﬁth applied before or after the zero-
tolerance (ZT) policies took efféct.. There is sbme .e‘vi.dencé, ﬁoWever, that impacts were larger for

whites than for other racial and ethnic sﬁbgrdups.

B. INVOLVEMENT WITH THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM

Job Corps serves many youths who have been involved with the criminal justice system. Nearly
27 percent of eligible program applicants in our research sample reported that they had been arrested
or charged with a delinquency or criminal complaint before random assignment (Schochet 1998a).
The arrest rate was even higher (about one-third).for males and those 16 and 17 years old at
application to the program. More than 5 percent reported having beeﬁ arrested for serious crimes
(including murder, assault, robbery, or burglary), and the figure is nearly 8 percent for males. About
17 percent were convicted, and about 8 percent (and 10.4 percent of males) ever served time in jail.
Because of £he high costs of crime 'bothi'to &ictim; ar;d '£o £i1e taxpayérs in the form of criminal justice
system costs, potential reductioﬁs-in'cﬁrﬁinal.activitie.:s_ﬁo;n péﬂicipation in Job Corps could be an

important component of program benefits. -

186

240



Job Corps is expected to reduce the inqidence and severity o1’crimes committed while students
are enrolled in the program’, because participants’ activities are restricted, their behavior is
monitored, and their material needs are met. Because Job Corps students spend most of théir time
at their center and many centers are in isolated areas, students_’ opportunities to commit acts that will
get them in trouble with the law are somewhat limited. In addition, intensive instructional and
recreational activities during the day leave iittle time for getting into _trouble.' After students leave
_the program, reductions in crime are expected to continue because of skills learned in the program,
but reductions may be lower than during the in-program period, because the highly $tmcmred day
and close monitoring will have b¢en removed.

This section presents impacts on self-reported arfests, cénvictions, and incarcerations resulting
from convictions for crimes committed dudﬁg the 30 months after random assignment. It presents
data for the full sample and for key youth subgroups. The analy-sis was conducted using self-
reported data on arrest dates, arrest charges, the disposition of arrest charges, and jail time for
convictions.* |

* In a future report, we will present impéct estimates on crime measures using official arrest
records from selected states. These data will be used to examine the accuracy of the self-reported

measures and the extent to which impact estimates differ using the two data sources.

“The analysis used crime data from the 12-month and 30-month interviews. The baseline
interview data also contain crime information covering the follow-up period (that is, the period
between the random assignment and the baseline interview dates). However, the baseline data do not
contain complete conviction and incarceration information, and thus we did not use the baseline
crime data in the analysis. The 12-month interview (or the 30-month interview for those who did
not complete a 12-month interview) collected complete crime information from the random
assignment date onwards (and not from the baseline interview date). Thus, we have complete self-
reported crime information covering the 30-month follow-up period.
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Job Corps participation led to about a 20 percent reduction in the arrest rate, the conviction rate,
and the incarceration rate for convictions durmg the 30-month period after random assignment. In
addition, the reductions were spread fairly uniformly across different types of crimes. Job Corps
reduced criminal activities for most groups of students, although crime impacts were smaller for

male nonresidents.

1. Impacts on Arrest Rates

Figure VII.S displays the percentage of program and control group members who were arrested
or charged with a delinquency or criminal complaint, by quarter after random assignment. The
differences between the arrest rates by research status are estimated impacts per eligible applicant.
Table VII.6 provides detailed‘ information on these estimates and on impact estimates for other
arrest-related outcomes.

We anticipated that the arrest rate for the control group (and the program group) would decline
over time as sample members matured, but that did not occur. The control group arrest rate
increased during the first year after random assignment (from 3.8 percent in quarter 1 to 5.1 percent
in quarter 4). The arrest rate then declined to 3.2 percent in quarter 6, but increased to its highest
level (5.5 percent) in quarter 10. The increase in the self-reported arrest rate between quarters 1 and
4 and between quarters 6 and 10 could have been due to recall error, because youths were probably
better able to recall recent arrests than less recent arrests during the 12-month and 30-month follow-
up interviews. With this in mind, we believe that the arrest rates were fairly constant over time.

Overall, about 28 percent of control group members were arrested at some point during the

follow-up period (Table VII.6). About 11 percent of control group members (and 40 percent of those
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FIGURE VILS

ARREST RATES, BY QUARTER

Percentage Arrested in Quarter
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Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews.

*Difference between the mean outcome for program and control group members is statistically
significant at the 5 percent level. This difference is the estimated impact per eligible applicant.
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TABLE VIL6

IMPACTS ON ARRESTS
Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
. Program Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from

Outcome Measure Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®

Percentage Arrested or Charged

with a Delinquency or Criminal

Complaint, by Quarter After

Random Assignment o
1 2.6 38 -1.3%*x 1.8 S Whdd -49.7
2 3.0 39 - -0.9*** 2.7 <1.2%* -30.9
3 3.8 48 -0.9** 3.6 -1.3** -26.6
4 44 5.1 -0.7* 39 -1.0* -20.6
5 4.1 42 -0.1 3.6 -0.1 -23
6 2.7 3.2 -0.5 25 -0.7 -20.6
7 3.0 33 -0.4 3.0 -0.5 -13.8
8 33 38 -0.5 33 -0.7 -18.4
9 3.6 4.2 -0.6* 3.6 -0.8* -18.8
10 4.6 5.5 -0.9** 44 -1.2*%* 2211

Percentage Arrested or Charged

with a Delinquency or Criminal

Complaint, by Period
All months 233 27.7 -4.4%** 220 -6.1%** -21.6
Months 1to 12 11.6 14.5 <2.9%** 10.1 -4.0%** -284
Months 13 to 24 11.3 12.1 -0.8 10.8 -1.1 94
Months 25 to 30 7.6 89 -1.3** 7.4 -1.7** -19.0

Number of Times Arrested

(Percentages)
0 771 72.6 4.6**+ 78.5 6.3*** 8.7
1 13.5 16.4 -2.8 13.1 -3.9 -22.9
2 5.5 6.5 -1.0 49 -13 -214
3 or more 3.8 4.6 -0.8 35 -1.0 -23.2

Average Number of Arrests 04 0.5 -0.1*** 0.4 -0.1*** -22.8

Months Until First Arrested

(Percentages)
Not arrested 77.1 72.6 4.6**+ 78.5 6.3*+** 8.7
Less than 12 11.0 14.0 -3.0 95 -4.1 -30.1
12 t0 24 7.7 8.7 -1.0 7.8 -13 -145
2510 30 4.1 4.8 -0.6 42 -0.8 -16.7

Average Months Until First

Arrested for Those Arrested 13.9 13.2 0.7** 14.6 0.9** 6.7

Sample Size 7,311 4,476 11,787 5,246

SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NOTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the
selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

*Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group
members.

®Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate.
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TABLE VI1.6 (continued)

*The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean
outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant. ‘

d4The significance levels pertain to statistical tests for differences in the distribution of the outcome measure for program and control group
members. )

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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grrested) were arrested more than once, and more than one-half of those arrested were arrested within
the first year after random assignment.

Job Corps participation led to statistically significant reductions in the arrest rate. While 27.7
percent of control group members were arrested during the 30-month follow-up period, 23.3 percent
of program group members were arrested in the same period (a statistically significant impact of -4.4
percentage points per eligible applicant). The arrest rate for program participants was 22 percent,
andAwe estimate that this arrest rate was 6.1 percentage points lower than it would have been if the
partiqipants had not enrolled in the program. This impact corresponds to a 22 percent reduction in
the arrest rate due to program participation.

Reductions in the arrest rate wére largest during the first year after random assignment (when
most program enrollees were in Job Corps). However, Job Corps participation also led to reductions
in the arrest rate after the youths left the program. For example, arrests were reduced by more than |
28 percent during months 1 to 12. However, the arrest rate in months 25 to 30 was about 19 percent
lower for participants than it would have been in the absence of the program, and this estimated
impact is statistically significant at the 1 percent level.

Given these findings, it is n(;t surprising that the control group had slightly more arrests on
average than the program group (0.5, compared to 0.4). These impacts were due to differences in
the arrest rate for the program and control groups and not to differences in the average number of
arrests for those arrested (which was 1.7 for both groups). Among those arrested, control group
members were also typically arrested sooner after random assignmént than program éroup members

(13.2 months, on average, as compared to 13.9 months).
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2. Impacts on Arrest Charges

We find that Job Corps participation led to a 22 percent reduction in the arrest rate during the
30-month follow-up period. An important policy question is the extent to which these reductions
were concentrated in certain types of crimes or were spread uniformly across crime types (that is,.
the extent to which Job Corps affected the mix of crimes committed by program participants).

To address this issue, we divided crimes into seven categories (Table VII.7) that broadly match
crime categories defined by the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS). To calculate crime-related social
costs as part of the benefit-cost analysis, we will rely heavily on data the BJS collected.

We also estimated impacts separately for finer categories of crimes. However, many of these
crimes were rare, so the statistical power for detecting true impacts on them is very low.
Furthermore, respondents often did not provide sufficient information about their arrest charges to
allow for coding to these finer categories. Hence, some finer charges may be misclassified.
Therefore, we focus our discussion on the impact estimates for the broader crime categories. Table
F.1 presents the impact results for the finer categories.®

Sample members were most frequently arrested for “miscellaneous” crimes, the most common
of which were disorderly conduct, liquor violations, parole violations, obstruction of justice,
weapons violations, trespassing, and motor vehicle violations (Tables VIL8 and F.1). Nearly 16
percent of control group members were arrested for these crimes. About 7 percent of control group
members were arrested for larceny, vehicle theft, or other property crimes; 6 percent were arrested

for drug law violations; and 5 percent were arrested for other personal crimes (simple

*We present impact estimates only for crimes that were committed by at least 15 program group
members and 15 control group members.
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TABLE VIL.7

CRIME CATEGORIES
Category ' " Type of Crime
Murder or Assault Murder or manslaughter, aggravated assault,

forcible rape, kidnapping, justifiable homicide

Robbery Robbery
Burglary Burglary
Larceny, Vehicle Theft, or Other Arson, embezzlement, forgery or counterfeiting,
Property Crimes fraud, larceny or theft, motor vehicle theft or

carjacking, shoplifting, buying, receiving, or
possessing stolen property, vandalism, blackmail
or extortion, bad checks

Drug-Law Violations Use or possession of drugs or drug equipment
violations, sale or manufacture of drugs

Other Personal Crimes Simple assault, family offenses, sex offenses other
' than rape, fighting
Other Miscellaneous Crimes Disorderly conduct, liquor-related crimes,

gambling, loitering or vagrancy or curfew
violations, parole or probation violation,
prostitution, weapons offenses, bribery, being a
peeping tom, trespassing of real property, having
an outstanding warrant, pornography, obstruction
of justice, motor vehicle violations, smoking
cigarettes underage, truancy, being a runaway
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Tf.\BLE' VIL.8

IMPACTS ON ARREST CHARGES

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps- Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Most Serious Charge for Which
Arrested (Percentages)
Never arrested 77.1 72.7 44%%# 78.4 6.1%++ 84
Murder or assault 3.2 33 -0.1 32 -0.1 -4.2
Robbery 1.1 1.3 -0.2 1.0 -0.3 -21.0
Burglary 1.7 2.1 -04 1.4 -0.5 -26.5
Larceny, vehicle theft, or '
other property crimes 4.5 53 -0.8 43 -1.1 -20.4
Drug law violations 35 44 -1.0 33 -14 -29.3
Other personal crimes 24 2.7 -0.3 23 -0.5 -16.8
Other miscellaneous crimes 6.5 . 8.1 -1.6 6.0 =23 -27.3
Percentage Had a Serious Arrest
Charge® 6.1 6.7 -0.7 5.6 -0.9 -13.8
All' Charges for Which Arrested
(Percentages) .
Murder or assault 3.2 33 -0.1 32 -0.1 -4.0
Robbery 1.5 1.7 -0.2 1.4 -0.2 -15.0
Burglary 2.1 24 -0.3 1.8 -0.4 -19.2
Larceny, vehicle theft, or
other property crimes 5.9 6.8 -0.8* 5.4 -1.2* -17.8
Drug law violations 4.9 5.7 -0.9** 4.7 -1.2%* -20.0
Other personal crimes 39 45 -0.7* 39 -0.9* -19.0
Other miscellaneous crimes 12.3 15.6 -3.3%*x 11.2 -4.5%** -28.9
Sample Size 7,311 4,476 11,787 5,246

SOURCE:

NOTE:

“Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group
members.

®Estimated impacts per Job Corps panicipant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate.

¢ The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean
outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

“The significance levels pertain to statistical tests for differences in the distribution of the outcome measure for program and control group
members.

¢Serious arrest charges include murder or assault, robbery, or burglary.
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*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.
Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the
selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.



assault was the most common of these charges). Nearly 7 percent of control group members were
arrested for serious crimes (aggravated assault, murder, robbery, or burglary).

Program group members were less likely to have arrest charges for all categories of crimes,
which suggests that crime reductions due to Job Corps participation were spread uniformly across
crime types. The reductions for miscellaneous crimes (the most common type) were slightly larger
in proportional terms than for the other crime categories. The proportion of participants who were
arrested for miscellaneous crimes was about 4.5 percentage points lower than it would have been in
the absence of the program. This impact translates into a reduction in these crimes of about 29
percent. 'Job Corps participation also reduced the arrest rate for more serious crimes (such as
robbery, burglary, larceny, drug law violations, and other personal crimes) by about 20 percent. The
magnitude of the impacts was smaller for these crimes than for miscellaneous crimes, and the
impacts on robberies and burglaries are not statistically signiﬁcé.nt at the 10 percent level. However,
these crimes were much less common, and thus the impacts relati\?e to the control group mean were
similar in proportional terms. The program had the smallest effect on arrests for crimes in the

murder and assault category.

3. Impacts on Convictions

Beneficial program impacts on arrest-related outcomes translated into beneficial impacts on
conviction-related outcomes (Figure VII.6 and Table VII.9). Nearly 21 percent of control group
members were convicted, pled guilty, or were adjudged delinquent during the 30-month follow-up
period,—compared..to 17 percent of program group members (and 16 percent of Job Corps
participants). These impacts were due to differences in the arrest rate by research status and not to

differences in the conviction rate among those arrested (because about three-quarters of those



FIGURE VIL6

CONVICTIONS AND INCARCERATIONS RESULTING FROM CONVICTIONS
DURING THE 30 MONTHS AFTER RANDOM ASSIGNMENT
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for Convictions*

ElProgram Group  [JControl Group

Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews.

*Difference between the mean outcome for program and control group members is statistically
significant at the 5 percent level. This difference is the estimated impact per eligible applicant.
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TABLE VIL9

IMPACTS ON CONVICTION RATES AND CHARGES

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure Group Group .  Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Percentage Convicted, Pled
Guilty, or Adjudged Delinquent
During the 30 Months After
Random Assignment 17.0 20.5 -3.5% 16.0 -4 8> -23.0
Number of Times Convicted
(Percentages)
83.1 79.6 3,54 84.1 4.8%+¢ 6.0
1 11.5 13.6 -2.1 11.3 <29 -20.6
2 3.7 4.8 -1.0 .33 -14 -29.6
3 or more 1.7 2.1 -0.4 14 -0.5 -25.7
Average Number of Times
Convicted 0.2 0.3 <0.1%** 0.2 013+ -25.7
Percentage Made a Deal or
Plea-Bargained 84 10.1 21,74 1.5 22,348 =235
Most Serious Charge for Which
Convicted (Percentages)
Never convicted 83.3 80.0 344 84.4 4.6**% 58
Murder or assault 1.5 1.6 -0.1 14 -0.1 -8.2
Robbery 0.9 1.1 -0.3 0.7 -04 -34.6
Burglary 1.3 16 -0.3 1.2 -0.4 -26.2
Larceny, vehicle theft, or
other property crimes 35 39 -0.4 33 -0.5 -13.1
Drug law violations 29 35 - -06 26 -0.8 -23.8
Other personal crimes . 1.7 1.9 02 . 1.7 -0.2 -11.3
Other miscellaneous crimes 49 65 . -1.6 4.8 22 -31.6
All Charges for Which
Convicted (Percentages) -
Murder or assault 1.5 1.6 -0.1 14 -0.1 -8.2
Robbery 1.1 1.3 -0.3 _ 0.8 -0.3 -31.5
Burglary 1.4 1.8 -0.4* . 1.3 -0.5* -29.7
Larceny, vehicle theft, or
other property crimes 4.2 45 - <03 39 -0.4 9.9
Drug law violations 3.6 4.0 -0.3 33 -0.4 -11.6
Other personal crimes 2.3 2.7 -0.4 23 0.5 | -18.5
Other miscellaneous crimes 82 - 10.2 -2, 1%** 7.5 -2.8%** -27.4
Sample Size 7,311 4,476 11,787 5,246
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NOTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the
seléction of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

*Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group
members.

*Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate.
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TABLE VILY (continued)

“The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean
outcome for participants and the esumated 1mpact per participant.

The significance levels pertain to statistical tests for differences in the distribution of the outcome measure for program and control group
members.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 lével, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.

*
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arrested were convicted in both groups). The statistically significant impact on the conviction rate
for participants was about 5 percentage points--a 23 percent reduction. Similarly, control group
mgmbers had more convictions on average than program group members (0.3, compared to 0.2).°

Job Corps participation reduced convictions for all types of charges, and the pattern of findings
closely follows the pattern for the arrest charges. For examp.le, the impacts on conviction charges
were largest for those convicted of miscellaneous crimes but were similar in proportional.terms (that
is, relative to the control group mean) across most crime types.

There is evidence that conviction charges were less serious than arrest charges. For example,
10.1 perceni of control group and 8.4 percent of program group members made a deal or plea-
bargained. Furthermore, a higher proportion of youths were arrested for violent crimes than were

convicted of these crimes.

4. Impacts on Incarcerations Resulting from Convictions and on Probation and Parole Rates

Job Corps participation also reduced incarceration rates and the time spent incarcerated resulting
from convictions (Figure VII.6 and Table VII.10).” About 14 percent of control group members were
ever incarcerated for convictions, compared to 11.3 percent for program group members (a
statistically significant impact of 2.8 percentage points per eligible applicant). The impact per
participant was about 3.8 percentage points (a 27 percent reduction in the incarceration rate). These

impacts were due to impacts on the conviction rate and not to differences in the incarceration rate

¢We did not obtain information on the dates that youth were convicted. We examined
conviction -rates-over time by using the arrest date that corresponded to each conviction. These
estimates were difficult to interpret, however, because of the lag between arrests and convictions and
because of differences in the lag by type of crime. Thus, we do not report these estimates.

"We collected incarceration information for those who were convicted, pled guilty, or were
adjudged delinquent. We did not collect incarceration information for those whose arrest charges
were dismissed or dropped or who were acquitted.
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TABLE VIL10

IMPACTS ON INCARCERATIONS RESULTING FROM CONVICTIONS AND ON PROBATION AND PARQLE RATES

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure Group Group Applicant* Participants Participant®  Participation®
Percentage Served Time in Jail
for Convictions During the 30
Months After Random
Assignment 11.3 14.0 -2.8%** 10.2 -3.8%» -27.2
Total Number of Months Ever
in Jail for Convictions
(Percentages)
89.7 86.9 2.8%*¥ 90.5 3.8%x# 43
Less than 1 35 5.1 -1.6 3.6 2.2 -37.5
1to3 2.0 22 -0.2 1.7 -0.3 -13.1
3t06 1.5 1.8 -0.3 1.5 -0.5 -23.6
6to12 1.5 1.9 -0.4 13 -0.5 -27.3
12 or more 18 2.1 -0.3 1.3 -0.4 -22.4
Average Time in Jail
Months 0.6 0.7 -0.1** 0.5 -0.2** -28.3
Weeks 25 3.1 -0.6** 2.1 -0.8** -28.3
Percentage Ever Put on
Probation or Parole 9.9 11.5 B Whdad 9.0 -2.3% -20.1
Sample Size . 71,311 4,476 11,787 5,246
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NoOTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the
selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

*Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group
members.

®Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate.

¢ The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean
outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

“The significance levels pertain to statistical tests for differences in the distribution of the outcome measure for program and control group
members.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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among those convictéd (which was about two-thirds for each group). Participants spent an average
of 2.1 weeks in jail but spent an average of about six days (0.8 weeks) less in jail th?m they would
have if they had not enrolled in Job Corps.® This impact translates to a 28 percent reduction in time
spent in jail during the 30-month follow-up period.

Job Corps also had an ‘effect. on the percentage of paﬁicipmts th were put on prqbation or
parole for crin.les cd@iﬁed after random assignment. About 11.5 ;‘?ercen't vof conﬁol group
members were put on probatién or paro;e, compared to 9.9 pe;rcent} of program group members (gnd
9 percent of participants). The impact per participant, 23 percentage points, is statistically

significant.

5. Subgroup Results

For the analysis of éubgrdup impacts on crime-related outcomes, we focus on subgroups defined
by age, gender, and residential designation status. We hypothesized that crime impacts would differ
across age and gender subgroups because of differences in their baseline characteristics and, in
particular, because of substantial differences in their experiences with the criminal justice system
before program application. For example; a higher prdportion of younger than older applicants in
our sample reported having ever been arrested before program application, and the arrest rate for
males was double that of females during the preprogram period. We expected that crime impacts
would be larger for residential than nonresidential students, because students living on center would
have less opportunity to get into trouble with the law than students who train on center during the

day but return home at night.

8Incarcerated youth spent an average of about six months in jail for both research groups.
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In this section, we present.impact. findings on the full set of crime measures for these key
subgroups. Then we briefly present impact findings on key crime measures for other subgroups

defined by youth characteristics.

a. Impaéts by Age

As expéctéd, ‘t.he younger sample reporte(i more arresté than the older samfale (Figﬁre VIL.7 and
Tainleé F2to F4) Mbre than 35 p&cent of coﬁtrOI group ;ileml;eré who were 16 and 17 at progréfn
épﬁlicafioﬁ weré evér arrésted duriné the 30;1;10-nth follow-upv peribd, con-llpéred‘to about 26 percent
of thdse 18 and 19,- ;md about 19 perceht o)f thbsé 20 to 24.° 'Iri addition; arrest rateé ;;Qe;re highér for
the younger applicants in each quarter (they were about 5.5 percent per quarter for the youngest
group and about 2.5 percent per quarter for the oldest group). Furthermore, conviction and
incarceration rates resulting from convictions wegé highest for the youngest group. This same age
pattern holds for males and females (not shown).

These findings are consistent with published statistics that report that criminal activity typically
declines as teenagers mature. The findings may also be due to the fact that the younger applicants
were somewhat more disadvantaged at baseline (and in particular, had higher reported arrest rates)
and thus may have reported higher crime activity during the follow-up period.

Although the /evel of involvement with the criminal justice system differed by age, the crime
impacts were very similar by age. Arrest, conviction, and incarceration rates were significantly
higher for the control group than the program group. for all three age groups, and the size of the

impacts was similar (although the percentage reduction in the crime measures due to program

participation was larger for the older groups because of their lower level of criminal activity). The

*The distribution of arrest charges for those arrested, however, was similar by age. . .
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FIGURE VIL7

PERCENTAGE EVER ARRESTED, CONVICTED, AND INCARCERATED
FOR CONVICTIONS DURING THE 30-MONTH PERIOD, BY AGE

Age16to 17
40
35.1
314
26.0
22.6
18.1
14.5
Arrested* Convicted* Incarcerated
for Convictions*
Age18to 19
30
25.6
20.1
20 18.9
14.9
12.7
10.5
10 - —— —
0 - |
Arrested* Convicted* Incarcerated
for Convictions*
Age20to 24
20 18.8
15.0
15 -
10 — 9.4
5 |
0 - |
Arrested* Convicted* Incarcerated

for Convictions*

B Program Group [} Control Group

Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews.

*Difference between the mean outcome for program and control group members is statistically
significant at the 5 percent level. This difference is the estimated impact per eligible applicant.
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impacts on the types of arrest and conviction charges were also similar. These same results hold for
males and females.

There were some age differences, however, in the pattern of impacts over time. For those 16
and 17, the arrest rate reductions were largest early in the follow-up period (Table F.2). Arrest rate
reductions for the youngest group, about 46 percent during the first two quarters after random
assignment, were causecllli‘by low arrest rates among the program group (beg:ause many program
group members were enr'oHed in Job Corps during this period). The impactsi were not statistically
significant after the second quarter (although control group arrest rates were higher in each quarter)
because the program group arrest rate increased somewhat as participants started leaving Job Corps.
Thus, the impacts for those 16 and 17 were largely concentrated in the early in-program period.!°

Impacts for the older youths, however, occurred more uniformly across the follow-up period;
the arrest rate reductions were statistically significant in- months 1 to 12 and months 25 to 30 for both
of the older groups (Tables F.3 and F.4). The impacts were more sustained for the older applicants,
because the arrest rate aﬁong the older participants did not increase as much during the postprogram

period as they did for the younger participants.

b. Impacts by Gender

Not surprisingly, males had much higher arrest, conviction, and incarcefation rates than females
during the follow-up period (Figure VIL.8 and Tables F.5 and F.6). About 38 ﬁ_ercent of control
group males were ever ar‘.reste_d, compared to only _13 percent of control group females, and the 30-
month conviction rate was more than 28 percent for males but only 9 percent for females. More than

20 percent of control group males were incarcerated for convictions, as compared to a fourth of that

1%As discussed below, these findings hold for males but not for females.
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FIGURE VII.8

PERCENTAGE EVER ARRESTED, CONVICTED, AND INCARCERATED
FOR CONVICTIONS DURING THE 30-MONTH PERIOD, BY GENDER

Males i
375
319 - .
284
24.1
. 20.2.
16.6
Arrested* Convicted* Incarcerated for Convictions*
Females
30
20 ‘
134
' 8.9 | -
10 638 50
f | 3.6> . |
|

Arrested* Convicted* Incarcerated for Convictions*

BB Program Group [JControl Group

Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up ihterviews.

*Difference between the mean outcome for program and control group members is statistically
significant at the 5 percent level. This difference is the estimated impact per eligible applicant.
206

260



for control group females.. In addition, among those arrested, males were much more likely than
females to have committed serious crimes.
Overall, we find that impacts on key crime measures were very similar for males and females,

despite substantial differences in their levels of involvement with the criminal justice system. For

‘exa.mple, even though arrest rates were three times higher for males than females, Job Corps

participation reduced arrest rates by about iO percent for participants in egéh‘ group. Percentage
reductions in convictions and incarcerat%ons resultjhg from convictions were ;ilsb .simillar by gender.
Furthermore, the patternb_f ir_npgcts by &pe of chal‘rgev did ;iot differ substantially for the two groups.
Finally, impacts persiStégii ové; time for both grc.iul):s, élthough they diminished for males, largely
because of the 16- an(i 1:7?§eé;-old mgles, who;é :impéch were largely cd;iéenira;ted in the early
period. -

We do find some important differences in the gender findings for residents and nonresidents,

however, as we discuss next.

c. Impacts for Residents and Nonresidents

For both males and females, criminal justice system involvement was higher for those
designated for residential slots than for those designated for nonresidential slots (Figures VII.9 and
VII.10 and Tables F.7 to F.10). Among the control group, about 38 percent of male residential
designees were arrested during the 30 months after random assignment, compared to 29 percent of
male nonresidential delsiéd;es';'the arrest rates for ;onﬁol é;oup females in the two components were
13 and 9 percér;t, respectively. These findings reflect differences in the characteristics of students

who are suitable for the residential and nonresidential corripdnents. They are consistent with what
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FIGURE VIL9
PERCENTAGE EVER ARRESTED, CONVICTED, AND INCARCERATED

FOR CONVICTIONS DURING THE 30-MONTH PERIOD
FOR RESIDENTIAL DESIGNEES, BY GENDER

Male ResndentsQ g

S =

30 28.7
242
204
20 S —
10
O _
Arrested* ‘ Convicted* Incarcerated for Convictions*
Female Residents
14.8
15
124
10 9.8
79
5 |
0 - |
Arrested _ Convicted Incarcerated for Convictions

MAProgram Group  [JControl Group

Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews.

*Difference between the mean outcome for program and control group members is statistically
significant at the 5 percent level. This difference is the estimated impact per eligible applicant.
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FIGURE VIL10
PERCENTAGE EVER ARRESTED, CONVICTED, AND INCARCERATED

FOR CONVICTIONS DURING THE 30-MONTH PERIOD
FOR NONRESIDENTIAL DESIGNEES, BY GENDER

Male Nonresidents

29.9
30 293
297 24.1
20 — 176
14.7 '
10' - -
0 - |
Arrested Convicted Incarcerated for Convictions
Female Nonresidents
15
10 8.9
6.1 | i :
5 1 3.7 . ~—7 :
- 1.8 | .
0 4 ' i: —

Arrested Convicted* Incarcerated for Convictions*

BBProgram Group  [Control Group

Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews.

*Difference between the mean outcome for program and control group members is statistically
' significant at the 5 percent level. This difference is the estimated impact per eligible applicant.
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one would expect given that residential students are deemed to need training away from their home
communities, whereas nonresidential students are ﬁot.

Participation in the residential component led to reductions in criminal activity for both males
and females. About 38 percent of control group males designated for résidentiai s.lots. Were ever
arrested, compared to 32 pércent of program group m‘lales;: designatéd férl residentiai slots (a
statistically signi.ﬁcant impact of aboﬁt 6 percentage points p.er éiigiblé épﬁlicant). The;e arrest rate

Y

reductions were largest during the ﬁrst yeai aﬁef randbm assignrf;ént, but they did persist afterWai’ds.
Similarly, the impact on the 30-month arrest rate for residenfial fefnales Was 24 percéntagé points
(124 perlcent for the program group and 14.8 percent for the cbﬁtrol group.); These findings suggest
that removing disadvantaged youths from their homé en'lvironmelﬁts into a residential program for
a significant period of time can reduce their involvement with the crimiﬁal justice systém both while
they are enrolled in the’ program‘and afterwards.

Criminal involvement ;’vas.reduced for females desigﬁated for nbmesiciential sléts, but the
program was less effective for males designated for.nonresi.denti-al slots. The crime impacts were
similar for female residential and female nonresidential desigﬁees. ‘The impact ~on thé arrest rate for
male nonresidential désignees, however, was close té zero (29.9 pércent fo; the prégram group and
29.3 percent for the control group). Moreover, impacts on ﬁve~ of fhe sevén afrest éharée categories
were ﬁositive (although none i; statistically significant). | Tﬁe impa-ct's:. on the conviétion and
incarceration rates for the nonreéideﬁtial males, while larger than the impaét on thé ajreslt rate, are
not statis'ticélly significant.

We emphasize again that our results for males do not neceésérily im;ﬂy théi males in the

nonresidential component would have better average crime outcomes if they were instead assigned

to the residential component. As discussed, differences between the characteristics of males
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assigned to each component could lead to misleading conclusions about how each group would fare

in the other component.

d. | Impacts for Other Subgroups '

Job Corps reduced involvement with the criminal justice system during the 30-month period
after random assignment across nearly all other key subgroups defined by youth characteristics
(Table F.lll). Impacts \&ére similar‘for females \iVith and without children at baseline, by race and
ethhicity, and for those with ‘an(i \arithout‘a high school creciential at baseline (despite the fact that
the arrest rate was about twice as high for those without a credential). Job Corps s1gn1ﬁcant1y
reduced criminal act1v1t1es for those who reported having arrests prior to random ass1gnment and for
those who did not (although the arrest rate was 40 percent for the arrested group). There is some
evidence; howeuer, that impacts on the arrest outcomes were smaller for those w1th serious arrests.

Finally, impacts were somewhat larger for the post-ZT group than for the pre-Zi“ group. These
results, however, should be interpreted with caution, for two reasons. First, the pre-ZT group
measures are contaminated because program group enrollees in th1s group spent about 78 percent
of their total time in Job Corps after the T policies took effect. Second differences in the impact
est1mates vtrere due not to differences in crime rates for program group members in the two ZT
groups (as would be expected unrier the stricter ZT policies) Instead they were due to lovirer crime
rates for the control group in the pre-ZT group (which is contrary to expectations, because the ZT
policies ma}; have discouraged those with arrest histories from applying to the program or made

them ineligible for the program).
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C. TOBACCO, ALCOHOL, AND ILLEGAL DRUG USE AND HEALTH

Job Corps may reduce participants’ drug and alcohol use, both during and after the program.
Reductions in the use of drugs and alcohol are expected while youths are enrolled in the i)rogram,
because Job Corps forbids the use of these substances at centers and because behavior is closely
monitored. When students first arrive on center, they are required to take a drug test, and those who
test positive are given 45 days to become drug free. Even after the 45;day period, all students are
éubject to drug testing if they are suspected of using drugs. Students who are found not to be drug
free .aﬁer the 45-day probationary i)eri0d are terminated from the program.!! Because many students
test positive for drugs upon énrollment, and because most students stay in the program for an
extended period, students may be less likely to use illegal drugs while enrolled than they woﬁld
otherwise. |

Job Corps also provides some alcohol and drug treatment. If students test positive, they must
attend the alcohol and other drugs of abuse (AODA) program. Other students may participate
voluntarily. As discussed in Chapter IV, nearly one-half of program group enrollees attended the
AODA program, which covers the Job Corps ZT policy, anger control, self-esteem building, and
other topics that teach students about decision making. The AODA program may change student
attitudes about drug use and provide students with tools to stay off dmgs. These factors could lead
to reductions in the use éf drugs both while students are enrolled in the program and afterwards.
Because of the AODA program, participation in Job Corps might also reduce the use of drug

treatment programs outside Job Corps.'?

1At the time program group members were enrolled in Job Corps, the probationary period was
30 days, not 45 days.

I2Possible savings to society due to reductions in the use of alcohol and drug treatment programs
will be calculated as part of the benefit-cost analysis.
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Job Corps is also egpected to improve participants’ overall héalth status, because it offers
comprehensive health ser;'ices and health education. All studentﬁ are required to submit to a medical
examination, including a blood test for HIV, within two weeks of arrival on center. Centers offer
basic medical services to students, including routine medical, déntal, and mental health care, daily
sick call, and any necessary specialist referrals and consultations. We found from our site visits to

centers that many youths did not have access to this type of health care prior to enrollment. Thus,

itis likely that students receive better health care on center than they would otherwise, which could

improve health during both the in-program and the postprogram periods.

Because Job Corps offers health education, it may also imprbve participants’ health in both the
short and the long term. Chapter IV showed that about three-qﬁarters of students in the program
group took health education classes, which include units on emotional and social well-being, human
sexuality, sexually transmitted diseases, nutrition, fitness, dental hygiene, consumer health, and
safety. These classes are designed specifically to increase participants’ awareness of health issues
and instill attitudes conducive to healthful behavior.

Most youths eligible for Job Corps are ip good health, bécause eligibility requires that an
applicant be free of any serious medical problems. The baselix;e interview data reveal that about 85
percent of sample members reported being in good or excellent health (Schochet 1998a). Thus, we
expect small impacts on overall health outcomes.

This section presents impacts on self-reported (1) tobacco, alcohol, and illegal drug use; (2) time
spent in drug or alcohol treatment outside Job Corps; and (3) health status. For the tobacco, alcohol,
and illegal drug use measures, we used self-reported data on the extent to which sample members
used these substances in the 30 days prior to the 12-month and 30-month interviews. For the drug

and alcohol treatment measures, we used information on dates of treatment and the types of
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treatment programs that were attended. For the health outcomes, we used self-reported information
on whether the youth’s health was 'excellent', good, fair, or poo‘r at the 12-month and 30-month
interviews; whether the youth had a serious physical or emotional problem that limited the amount
of work that could be done; and, if so, the nature and duration of the problem'.

Next, we discuss impact fmdings for the full sample. Then we present impact findings for key

youth subgroups. Appendixes G andH contain supplementary tables.ll T

1. impacts on Tobacco-._Use .

Job Corps had no eﬂ'eet'on eigare_tte smoking (Figure VII.11 and TablthI_.l 1). About half of
both the control and program g‘ronps smoked cigarettes in the month p\rio_r‘ to the 12-month interview.
The percentages of youth v;/ho smoired cigarettes at 30 Inonths were almost .identical. Most smokers -

smoked regularly (Tahle G.l).

2. Irnpacts on Alcohol Use

Participation in Job Corps slightly reduced the consumption of alcoholic beverages at 12 months
but not at 30 months (Flgure V. :1 1 and Table VIL.11). These ﬁndlngs suggest that alcohol use is
reduced while youth are enrolled in Job Corps, but that reductions do not pers1st aﬁerwards (Recall
that approximately 28 percent of the program group participated in J ob ‘Corps 1n quarter 4.) About
30 percent of eontrol group ngemhers_:rl.rank alcoholic beverages in the month prior to the 12-month
interview, compared to abon_t“ 28 'Ipercent of program group memhe_rs (a st_g._tistically :signiﬁcant
impact of -2 percentage points per eligible applicant). " This impact translates to a 9.5 percent .
reduction due to program ‘particip‘atiOn. The perc':entage Who used alcohol at 30 months increased
to about one-third for each group. About half of those who drank at 30 months did so at least once

per week (Table G.1).



. FIGURE VII.11

TOBACCO AND ALCOHOL USE IN THE 30 DAYS PRIOR TO THE
12- AND 30-MONTH INTERVIEWS

Percentage Smoked Cigarettes or Used Tobacco

| 516 so4 - 528 52.1
50 4

40 -

30

20 +

10

At 12 Months At 30 Mopths

Percentage Drank Alcoholic Beverages

‘ 335 334
29.8
30 I
20 - |
10 —
0 - :
At 12 Months* , At 30 Months

Ml Program Group  [JControl Group.

Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up ilnterviews.

*Difference between the mean outcome for program and control group members is statistically
significant at the 5 percent level. This difference is the estimated impact per eligible applicant.
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TABLE VIL11

TOBACCO, ALCOHOL, AND ILLEGAL DRUG USE IN THE 30 DAYS PRIOR TO THE

12- AND 30-MONTH FOLLOW-UP INTERVIEWS

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from

Outcome Measure Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Smoked Cigarettes

At 12 months 51.6 50.4 1.1 52.6 1.6 31

At 30 months 52.8 52.1 0.7 53.2 1.0 1.9
Consumed Alcoholic Beverages

At 12 months 27.7 29.8 221+ 27.1 -2.9%* 9.5

At 30 months 335 334 0.1 334 0.1 04
Used Marijuana, Hashish, or
Hard Drugs

At 12 months 9.9 9.2 0.7 103 1.0 10.4

At 30 months 8.6 8.7 -0.1 9.0 -0.1 -1.2
Used Marijuana or Hashish

At 12 months 9.5 85 1.0* 9.8 1.3* 15.8

At 30 months 8.2 84 -0.2 8.6 -0.3 34
Used Hard Drugs

At 12 months 1.7 1.8 -0.1 1.8 -0.1 -5.0

At 30 months 1.7 1.7 -0.1 1.8 -0.1 -4.2
Snorted Cocaine Powder

At 12 months 0.4 03 0.1 0.4 0.1 47.8

At 30 months 03 0.4 -0.1 0.3 -0.1 -243
Smoked Crack Cocaine or
Freebased

At 12 months 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 6.6

At 30 months 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 -17.0
Used Speed, Uppers, or
Methamphetamines

At 12 months 04 0.6 -0.2 0.5 -0.2 -29.5

At 30 months 0.5 0.6 -0.1 0.6 -0.1 -13.1
Used Hatlucinogenic Drugs

At 12 months - 08 0.9 -0.1 0.9 -0.1 -12.7

At 30 months 0.6 0.6 0.0 0.7 0.1 9.7
Used Heroin, Opium,
Methadone, or Downers

At 12 months 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 72.8

At 30 months 0.1 0.2 -0.1 0.1 -0.1 -47.0
Used Other Drugs

At 12 months 0.3 03 0.0 0.2 0.0 -39

At 30 months 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.1 60.9
Shot or Injected Drugs with a
Needle or Syringe .

At 12 months 0.0 0.1 -0.1 0.0 -0.1 -77.5

At 30 months 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 17.4
Sample Size 7,311 4,476 11,787 5,246
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TABLE VII.11 (continued)

SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.

NoTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.
Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the
selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

®Estimated impacts per eligible appllcant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group
members.

YEstimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error -
in the Job Corps participation rate.

°The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the dlfference between the mean -
outcome for participants and the estimated lmpact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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3. Impacts on Illegal Drug Use

We find no impécts onthe rg;:)Q;tte& use .of Iilllegzvll drﬁgs at'_.the -172- or éO-month interview points
(Figure VII.12 and Table VII.11). Just over 9 percent of each research group reported using any
drugs (marijuana, hashish, or hard drugs) in the month prior to the 12-month interview, 9.9 percent
of the program groﬁp and 9.2 percent of the control group, a difference which is not statistically
significant. About 8.6 percent reportgd -qsin’g_: any .drugs in the ﬁmoﬁtl{}-priof to the 30-month
interview. Most drug users reported uéing marijué.né or hashish ohly; lessthan 2 ?ercent reported
using hard drugs, including cocaine (ab"out 04 peréent)é crack (about 0.1 perce;itj; _speed, uppers, or
methamphetamines (about 0.5 percent); hall}i;.c:iriogens (about 6.7 percéﬁt)§ ;nd herbiﬁ, opium
methadone, or dowqérs ,(zibqut 0.1 perc"_:ent). The 12- and 30-month impaéts for each type of drug
are not statistically sig.nif;cant atthe & pe;cer'-xt le\;el. |

Impact estimates on illega_l drug use should be interpreted with caution, because of the likely
underreporting of drug use. Job Corps program records indicate that 33.6 percent of enrollees in
1995 tested positive (from a urine test) for drugs at enrollment, whereas less than 10 percent of
sample members reported at the 12-month interview that they used drugs in the past 30 days.
Furthermore, rates of drug use for each 'type of drug vs;ere much higher usin; the program data than
the survey data. For example, about 33 percécni,ﬁééd marijuana. accordi'ng'_td_ tﬁe program data,
compared to about 9 percent according to the sul':\l/ey d‘at,a. Similarly, the pr‘o'graml' data indicate that
1.3 percent used coc"a‘ir:ie, 'y:s'/hereas only 04 perce;t' %ép;)ﬁed using cbcajne at 12 months. To be sure,

the rates of drug use might have been greater at program enrollment than at the 12-month interview.
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FIGURE VIL12

ILLEGAL DRUG USE IN THE 30 DAYS PRIOR TO THE
12- AND 30-MONTH INTERVIEWS

Percentage Used Drug at 12 Months

05 95
T L L.
1.7 18
Marijuana/Hashish Marijuana/Hashish Hard Drugs '
or Hard Drugs :
Percentage Used Drug at 30 Months
10
8.6 8.7
8 -
6
4 |
7 ] 1.7 1.7
.- e
Marijuana/Hashish Marijuana/Hashish Hard Drugs

or Hard Drugs

B Program Group [Control Group

Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews.

*Difference between the mean outcome for progfam and control group members is statistically
significant at the 5 percent level. This difference is the estimated impact per eligible.applicant.
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However, the large differences in the levels of drug use from the two data sources strongly suggest
that the self-reported measures are too low.'*!

This underreporting, however, does not necessarily imply that the estimated impacts on the drug
use measures are seriously biased. This is because it is likely that both program and control group
members underreported their drug use. The extent of the bias in the impact estimates depends on
the (unknown) differences in the amount and nature of underreporting for the two research groups.
In fact, if the underreporting rates were similar for the program and confrol groups, then survey-

based estimated impacts relative to the control group mean (that is, the percentage gain from

participation) would be unbiased, even though the impact estimates would be downwardly biased.'

BExtensive methodological work on collecting data on illegal drug use has shown that collecting
such data through telephone interviews leads to misreporting. Indeed, major national studies
designed to measure drug use, such as the National Household Survey of Drug Use, use in-person
data collection methods that allow respondents to answer questions about drug use without the
interviewer (or anyone else) knowing what the response was. Use of these methods was not feasible
for the National Job Corps Study, given that most data were collected through telephone interviews.

"We also compared the program data to self-reported drug use measures from the baseline
interview because these data were obtained at roughly the same time (see Schochet 1998a which
displays the baseline interview measures). Although these two sets of drug use measures are similar,
they are not directly comparable. The baseline interview data contain information on drug use in
the past year (not the past 30 days), whereas the program data contain information on recent drug
use. The prevalence of drug use is clearly higher over a longer period than a shorter period.
Furthermore, interview respondents may be more likely to admit the use of drugs taken in the past
than more recently. Thus, drug use rates calculated using the baseline interview data are probably
larger than they would have been if we had asked about recent drug use at baseline.

5To illustrate, the impact on a self-reported drug use measure / can be written as follows:
(1) I=D,(1-U,) - D. (1-U,),

where D, is the frue percentage of program group members who used the drug, U, is the rate of
underreporting for the program group, and similarly for the control group. If the rate of
underreporting was similar by research status (and denoted by U), then the impact in equation (1)
reduces to (D,-D.)({-U), and the control group mean would be D (/-U). In this case, the survey-
based estimated impact relative to the control group mean would be (D,-D.)/D,, which is an unbiased

(continued...)
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Thus, our results should be interpreted with caution, but should not be not discarded.

4. Impacts on Drug or Alcohol Treatment

Job Corpé slightly reduced participation in drug or alcohol treatment programs outside Job
Corps (Table VII.12). About 6.4 percent of control group members were ever in a treatment
program during the 30 months after random assignment--compared to 5.9 percent of program group
members (and 5.6 percent of program group enrollees)--which translates to an 11 percent reduction
due to program participation. The small differences persisted throughout the follow-up period but
are not statistically significant. The difference between the average number of weeks in treatment
was very small (0.8 weeks for the control group and 0.7 weeks for the program group). There were

few differences in the places where treatment was received among those treated.

S. Impacts on Health

Job Corps significantly improved participants’ self-reported health status at both the 12- and 30-
month interview dates (Figure VII.13 and Table VII.13). About 18 percent of control group
members reported that they were in fair or poor health at 12 months, compared to about 15 percent
of program group members. This 3 percentage point impact per eligible applicant translates to a 4
percentage point impact per participant--or a 20 percent reduction in fair or poor health due to
program participation. The impacts were smaller at 30 months but are still statistically significant.
We find a similar pattern on the prevalence of those who reported serious physical or emotional

problems. Thus, it appears that health services and health education provided by Job Corps

13(...continued)
estimate. If the rates of underreporting differed substantially by research status, then this result does
not hold, because the rates of underreporting would not cancel from both the numerator and the
denominator. '

221

73



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE VIL 12

IMPACTS ON PARTICIPATION IN DRUG OR ALCOHOL TREATMENT PROGRAMS

Estimated Impact ~ Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible - Job Corps " Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Percentage in a Drug or Alcohol
Treatment Program
All months 59 6.4 -0.5 56, - .- <07 -11.0
Months 1 to 12 o211 23 -0.2 2100 =03 -13.6
Months 13 to 24 .29 0 131 -0.2 26 ) T -03 98
Months 25 to 30 DAl 2.0 -0.3 1.6 - 0.4 -20.6
Average Number of Weeks in a . ' -
Drug or Alcohol Treatment . b '
Program ‘ ’ e T
All months 07 0.8 0.0 - 07 .0 . . -0 -8.3
Months 1 to 12 0.2 03 0.0 02 " 00 -11.6
Months 13 to 24 . 03 0.3 0.0 03" 00 7.6
Months 25 to 30 02 02 0.0 02~ ", a0 2249
Place Where Treatment Was U
Received : T ’
Hospital 0.4 0.6 -0.1 04 -0.2 -26.1
Detoxification center 04 04 0.1 0.3 0.1 474
Short-term residential
program 0.9 1.4 -0.5%* 0.9 <0.7** -43.8
Long-term residential
program 0.4 0.6 . . <02 . 03 -0.2 -44.9
Outpatient program 1.4 1.7 03 : 1.4 ' -0.4 221
Other 1.6 1.4 0.1 1.5 0.2 15.6
Sample Size 7,311 4,476 11,787 5,246

SOURCE:

NOTE:

selection of areas slated for in- person interviewing at baseline. KA M.,- :

Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed.30-month interviews.

All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey desngns and interview nonresponse.
Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal we|ghtmg of the data and clustering caused by the

®Estimated impacts per eligible appllcant are measured as the difference between the welghted means for program and control group

members.

s

®Estimated impacts per Job Corps parhc:pant are measured as the estlmated impacts per ellglble appllcant divided by the proportion of

program group members who enrolled in Job Corps Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error

in the Job Corps participation rate.

outcome for participants-and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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FIGURE VIL13

HEALTH STAIU S AT THE 12: AND 30-MONTH INTERVIEWS

0 Percentage with Fair or Poor Health

17.8
- — ' 16.9
_ 15.1 B 15.4
15 - B — —
10 —————
5 I
0 -
At 12 Months* At 30 Months*
Percentage with Serious Physical or Emotional Problems
; 14.0 - . 14.2
15 129 ——— 13.2
10 +— e
5 I
0 - — 4 :
At 12 Months At 30 Months

Ml Program Group C]Cbntrol Group

Source: - Baseline, 12-mionth, and 30-month follow-up interviews. -
*Difference between the mean outcome for program and control group members is statistically
significant at the 5 percent level. This difference is the estimated impact per eligible applicant.
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TABLE VII13

IMPACTS ON HEALTH STATUS
Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure - Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Health Status at 12 Months
" (Percentages) . o
Excellent 41.0 38.0 kR bhie 41.5 4.2+++ 114
Good 439 43 -0.4 43.7 0.6 . -13
Fair 13.5 15.8 23 13.2 32 -195
Poor 1.6 2.0 -0.3 1.6 -0.5 -224
_ Fair or poor 15.1 17.8 2,74 14.8 3.7 -19.9
Health Status at 30 Months
(Percentages)
Excellent 394 37.0 2.4%* 40.1 3.3 9.0
Good 45.2 46.1 -0.9 45.0 -1.2 -2.6
Fair 13.8 15.1 -1.3 13.4 -1.8 -11.6
Poor 1.6 1.8 -0.2 1.5 -0.3 -18.0
Fair or poor 15.4 16.9 -1.5%* 14.9 2.1 -123
Percentage with Serious
Physical or Emotional Problems
That Limited the Amount of
Work That Could be Done or
Other Regular Daily Activities
At 12 months 12.9 14.0 -1.1 12.8 -14 -10.1
At 30 months 13.2 14.2 -0.9 13.1 -1.3 -8.8
Type of Serious Health Problem
at 30 Months (Percentages)®
Physical injuries 205 19.3 1.2¢+ 21.0 1.6** 84
Psychological problems 209 25.1 -4.2 19.5 -5.8 =227
Muscle and extremity
¢ problems 222 20.6 1.6 22.8 2.1 104
Respiratory problems 73 84 -1.0 73 -14 -16.2
Reproductive problems 13.2 94 38 13.3 52 63.5
Organ problems 7.3 10.3 -3.1 7.5 -4.2 -36.0
Miscellaneous problems 8.7 6.9 1.8 8.7 24 39.1
Average Number of Weeks
Since Random Assignment Had
Serious Health Problem at 30
Months® 37.3 38.2 -0.9 36.3 -1.2 -3.2
Sample Size 7,311 4,476 11,787 5,246

SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.

NOTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse. Standard
errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the selection of areas
slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

®*Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group
members.

®Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate.
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TABLE VII.13 (continued)

“The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per pa.r11c1pant divided by the difference between the mean
outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant. .

The significance levels pertain to statistical tests for differences in the distribution of the outcome measure for program and control group
. members.

°Figures pertain to those with a serious physical or emotional problem at 30 months.
*Significantly different from zero at the .10 levél, two-tailed test.

**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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contributed to modest improvements in participants™ perceived health status during both the in-

program and postprogram periods.

6. Impacts for Subgrou.ps

The pattern of self-reported rates of alcohol and drug use. across subgroups closely follows the
pattern of criminal justice .sylstem involvement across éubgf_oupé ('_I"c_lble__s. G2 and G.3). The
percentage of control groupl me'mbersl.\lvho reported using drugs was }ugher f'pr: t_hbse 16 and 17 than
for the older groups (it was about 12 pércent for those lé and 17, 8 percent .f.o'r..t'_hiose 18 and 19, and
5 percent for those 20 to 245.‘6 Slmllarly, among the control group, males ﬁé&_hi-gher reported rates
of drug use than females (11 percent, as compared to 6 percent), resideﬁ't.i;a.l:.:(ié'sigr;ees had somewhat
higher rates than nonresidéntia.l_l_ldesighees, and rates were higher forthosewnhout a high school
credential at b;aseline than their counterparts. In additidn-, those with previous arrésts were more
likely to report using drugs than those without arrests (13 percent, compared to 7.5 percent). Self-
reports of drug use were similar by race and for those who applied before and after the ZT policies
took effect. Self-reports of drug use did not decrease appr.eci'abl')i:OVer time.

Control group members were more likely than program group members to report having used
alcohol at 12 months for most subgroups. However, there is some e?ii_déﬁc\e ﬁat impacts were larger
for females, for those 20 to 24, and for those with a hiéh school cre‘d%:nti_él ét'baseline. For nearly
all subgroups, impacts on alcohol consumption at 30 @onths were not 'stz.ltjs'tica;lly signiﬁcant.

We find no consistent Job Corps impacts on the use of illegal drugsfor any subgrm;p at either

12 or 30 months. Very few of the impacts were negative", and even fewer are statistically significant.

18 Alcohol use, however, increased with age.
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Thus, it appears that Job Corps had little effect on reducing self-reports.of drug use for broad groups
of students.

Only a minority of control group members in each subgroup (ranging from about. 15 to 20
percent) reported being in fair or poor health at either 12 or 30 months. \Job }Cor-ps had beneﬁcial
effects on health f;)r mbst subgroup.s,';iif.}lougl; impacts wére most prbﬁounced for the oldest ﬁmths

and for rﬁalés.

D. FAMILY FORMATION

. For most young people, forming intimate, long-term relationships with other adults, having
children, and providing for the physical and emotional needs of those children are important aspects
of the transition to adulthood. In general, adults hope that young people will defer having children
unti] they have completed their education, can provide for the physical and emotional needs of their
children, and have the emotional maturity to cope with work and family life. Adults also hope
young people will marry before they have children. Indeed, being a child in a single-parent family
is one of the strongest predictors of child poverty. In this section, we present findings on the extent
to which participation in Job Corps led youths to defer having children, to marry, and to take an
active role in caring for the children that they have.

We anticipate that Job Corps participation could have affected family formation decisions
through several pathways. First, instilling responsibility is a major goal of the program’s highly
structured, intensive format. Second, the curriculum includes components that adoiress parenting and
family life directly. Third, new options and opportunities, which result from additional education
and training and better employment prospects, may exert indirect effects on participants’ decisions

to form relationships, have children, and take care of their children. _
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This section presents impact findings on three groups of outcomes:

1. Fertility, including the likelihood of (1) bearing or fathering children during the 30
months after random assignment; (2) having children out of wedlock; and (3) for
females, being pregnant at the time of the 30-month interview.

2. Custodial Responsibility and Parental Support, including the percentage of parents
‘who lived with all their children at the 30-month interview and, for males, the amount
of time spent with their noncustodial children and the types of support provided.

3. Living Arrangements and Marital Status, including the composition of the sample
member’s household at the 30-month interview, household size, and whether the sample
member was married, living with a partner, never married, or separated, divorced, or
widowed at that time.

All these measures wére constructed using information collected in the 30-month follow-up
interview.

In contrast to other sections of this report, we present findings for males, females without
children at random assignment, and females with children at random assignment, along with the
overall findings. Substantial differences in roles and responsibilities across these gender groups lead
us to take this approach. The section concludes with a brief discussion of impact findings for other

subgroups.

As we will discuss, we find no impacts of Job Corps on these social outcome measures.

1. Impacts on Fertility

Job Corps had little or no effect on births during the 30 months after random assignment for the
full sample and for the three gender subgroups (Figure VII.14 and Table VII.14). The birth rate was
about 25 'per-cent for all program and control group members: about 19 bercent for males, 31 percent
for females without children at random assignment, and 34 to 38 percent for females with children

at random assignment. About 90 percent of those with new children had only one child. More than
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FIGURE VII.14

FERTILITY DURING THE 30 MONTHS AFTER RANDOM ASSIGNMENT
FOR MALES AND FOR FEMALES WITH AND WITHOUT CHILDREN

Total Sample: | Males
10 Percentage 30 Percentage
25 _ 2 5 ' 24.7 25
AP .20.1
20— —
15 S I
10 — —
51 I I
Had New Children Had New Children
Females Without Children at Random Assignment Females with Children at Random Assignment
Percentage Percentage
50 50
40 40 38 1
34.2
30.6 30.6 |
30 +— 30
20 4 20 1
10.2 103 113
il ‘t_ N B
0- - 0- —
Had New Pregnant at Had New Pregnant at
Children 30 Months Children 30 Months

M Program Group O Control Group

Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews.

*Difference between the mean outcome for program and control group members is statistically
significant at the 5 percent level. This difference is the estimated impact per eligible applicant.
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TABLE VIL.14

IMPACTS ON FERTILITY FOR MALES AND FOR FEMALES WITH AND WITHOUT.CHILDREN AT RANDOM ASSIGNMENT

. Estimated impact Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Total Sample
Percentage Had Children During
the 30 Months After Random o I :
Assignment 245 247 - 0.3 229 - =04 -1.5
Number of Children : o :
0 82.0 81.8 0.1* 83.3 0.2* 0.2
1 16.6 16.1 0.4 15.5 0.6 4.1
2 or more 15 20 -0.6 - 1.2 -0.8 <39.5
(Average) 0.3 0.3 - 0.0 0.3 0.0 4.8
Percentage Had Children Out of :
Wedlock 20.9 20.7 01 - 19.8 0.2 1.0
Percentage of Females Pregnant i o .
at the 30-Month Interview 10.2 10.2 - 0.0 10.3 - 0.0 0.3
Males
Percentage Had Children During
the 30 Months After Random
Assignment 18.7 20.1 -14 17.3 -1.9 -10.0
Number of Children
0 914 90.1. - 1.3 92.2 1.7 1.9
1 78 9.0 -1 . 7.2 -15 -17.4
2 or more 0.8 . .09 02 0.5 -0.2 -29.7
(Average) 0.2 0.2 0.0* ' 0.2 0.0* -11.5
Percentage Had Children Out of ' o
Wedlock : 156 16.5 =09 14.8 : -1.2 -74
Females Without Children at
Random Assignment
Percentage Had Children During
the 30 Months After Random
Assignment 30.6 30.6 00 29.7 0.0 0.0
Number of Children C
0 70.3 70.4 -0.1%*# 71.1 -0.1#*# -0.2
1 28.0 25.8 C22 272 3.0 12.4
2 or more 1.7 38 - -2.1 1.7 -2.9 -62.2
(Average) 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.3 0.0 -8.3
Percentage Had Children Out of
Wedlock 27.1 . 275 -0.3 26.5 -0.5 -1.8
Percentage Pregnant at the )
30-Month Interview 10.2 9.8 03 10.4 0.5 47
Q - 230
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TABLE VII.14 (continued)

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
i, ... Program.  Control . per Eligible . Job Corps Impact per " Gain from
Outcome Measure .. Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Females with Children at
Random Assignment
Percentage Had Children During
the 30 Months After Random . .
Assignment 38.1 342 3.9 36.6 L6 20.0
Number of Children : ‘
0 63.3 67.0 3.7 64.6 -58 -8.2
1 325 - 294 31 o 316 - . 49 18.3
2 or more 42 3.6 0.6 . 38 - 0.9 315
(Average) . 0.4 04 . 0.1 . 04 0.1 243
Percentage Had Children Out of
Wedlock 315 26.0 5.5%* 304 8.7** 40.1
Percentage Pregnant at the
30-Month Interview 10.3 11.3 -1.0 9.9 -1.6 -14.3
Total Sample Size . 7,311 4,476 ‘11,787 . 5,246

SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.

NOTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse. Standard
errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the selection of areas
slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

*Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group
members. . )

®Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate. )

¢ The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean
outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

4The significance levels pertain to statistical tests for differences in the distribution of the outcome measure for program and control group
members.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*** Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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80 percent of births were out of wedlock for each gender group. About 10 percent of females in the
control and program groups were pregnant at the 30-month interview. Most of the small differences

between the program and control groups are not statistically significant.

2. Impacts on Custodial Responsibility

An important dimension of parental responsibility is providing support to one’s children. To
assess the extent to which Job Corps influenced this support, we estimated impacts on the percentage
of parents who lived with their children, and the types of support that were provided by males who
did not live with their children (Figure VII.15 and Table VII.15).

We find large gender differences in the percentage of parents who lived with their children, but
no impacts on this custodial measure. Overall, about 36 percent of youths in both research groups
had children (including children born before and after random assignment and children who lived
with the sample member and those who did not). Less than 40 percent of male parents lived with all
theif children. In contrast, nearly all females lived with their children. For each gender group, the
percentage who lived with all their children was nearly identical for the program and control groups.

Because nearly all females lived with their children, we examined impacts on measures of
custodial responsibility only for males. There were, however, no program impacts on these custodial
responsibility measures. Among male parents who did not live with all their children, we find that
most did not spend a substantial amount of time with their absent children, but most reported that
they provided some support. Less than half in each research group said they had often spent time
with their ab_sent_ children in the prior three months. Almost a quarter reported that they never spent
time with them. About 80 percent, however, reported that they provided some type of support;

about three-fourths provided money (about 50 percent on a regular basis), and the percentages who



FIGURE VII.15

THE PRESENCE OF CHILDREN AND CUSTODIAL RESPONSIBILITY AT 30 MONTHS
FOR MALES AND FOR FEMALES WITH AND WITHOUT CHILDREN

AT RANDOM ASSIGNMENT
Total Sample Males
Percentage 50 Percentage
679 68.5 39.7
70 , 40 36.7
60 —— :
30 I
50 —
20 - —
40 - —
30 - . 10 7] [
20 - 0- S
Had All Children Had All Children
Children® Lived with Children’ Lived with
Sample Member’ Sample Member®
Females Without Children at Random Assignment Females with Children at Random Assignment
Percentage Percentage
120 120
100 935958 100
873 88.6
60 —
60 -
401317 311 — 40
2L
Had All Children 20 SR
Children® Lived with All Children Lived
Sample Member® with Sample Member
Program Group [J Control Group

Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interviews.

*Difference between the mean outcome for program and control group members is statistically
significant at the 5 percent level. This difference is the estimated impact per eligible applicant.
“Includes children born before and after random assignment.

PEstimates pertain to parents only.
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TABLE VIL15

IMPACTS ON CUSTODIAL RESPONSIBILITY AT 30 MONTHS FOR MALES

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program Control per Eligible - Job Corps Impact per -Gain from
Outcome Measure Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Percentage Had Children at 30- . ‘
Month Interview? 26.0 27.2 -1.3 ' 239 - -1.7 - 6.5
Percentage of Sample Members
Who Lived with All Their . - v
Children® 36.7 39.7 30 v 360 40 - -101
Percentage of Absent Children
Who Lived with Their Other
Parent’ 94.0 93.0 1.0 94.6 1.3 1.4
Time Spent with Children in the
Past Three Months
(Percentages)’
Often 47.2 46.0 1.2 475 1.6 35
Sometimes 18.5 20.7 2.2 17.5 -2.9 -14.2
Rarely 10.1 9.9 0.2 11.3 03 24
Never 242 234 0.8 237 1.0 4.6
Percentage Currently Provided
Type of Support’
Any 79.9 81.9 2.0 80.9 2.7 -32
Food 61.7 62.6 -0.9 623 -1.2 -1.9
Child care items 58.6 61.6 2.9 58.6 -3.9 -6.2
Household items 50.1 48.1 2.0 49.8 2.6 55
Clothing 70.7 70.1 05 70.1 0.7 1.0
Toys 69.8 69.2 0.6 69.8 0.8 1.2
Medicine 543 53.9 03 549 05 0.8
Babysitting 43.7 457 2.1 43.6 -2.8 -6.0
Money 744 753 -0.8 73.9 -1.1 -15
Other 9.4 84 1.0 8.7 1.3 17.1
Percentage Gave Money'
In the past month 65.2 63.6 1.5 63.8 2.0 33
Occasionally 19.9 26.2 -6.3** 19.0 -8.4%* -30.6
On a regular basis 54.5 49.0 5.5* 549 7.3* 15.2
Average Amount of Money
Gave in the Past Month (in
Dollars)’ 145.5 126.2 19.3 144.6 25.7 21.6
Sample Size 7,311 4,476 11,787 5,246

Source: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.

NoTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse. '
Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the
selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

~

*Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group
members.

®Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate.
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TABLE VII.15 (continued)

{

¢The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean
outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

“Includes children born before and after random assignment.

¢Estimates pertain to parents only.

T Estimates pertain to parents who did not live with all their children.
‘Signiﬁcantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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provided food, child care items, household iteins, clothing, toys, medicine, and babysitting ranged

from about 40 to 70 percent. . -

3. Impacts Aon Living Arrangements and Marriagé

We find no impacts on living arrangements at the 30-month interview, for the full samplé and
for the three gender subgroups, although we find some differences in the living arrangements of
females w1th childrén and the other youths (Table VII.16). In total, about 43 percent of the youths
were living with their parents. Not surprisingly, this figure was lower than the 65 percent figure at '
baseline (Schochet 1998a), because some sample members moved away from home; as they became
older. The perﬁent_age living with théir parents was similar for males and females without children
at baseline (46 and 42 percent, respectively) but was lower for females with children (26 percent).
About 20 percent of each gendef group lived with another adult relative, and the likelihood of living
with adult nonrelatives ranged fro'm about 15 to 20 percent. |

Overall, about 14 percent were living with no other adults, which is nearly triple thé baselihe

ﬁguré (5 percent). However, the percentage living alone differed substantially across the gender

groups. Only about 9 percent of males were living with no other adults, compared to 15 percent of

females without children at baseline and nearly 40 percent of females with children at baseline.

Consistent with this pattern, about 65 percent of females with children at baseline reported being the
head of the household, compared to about 40 bercent of those in the other groups.
It appears that Jbb Corps did not increase the likelihood that females with children at baseline

lived with other supportive adults.
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TABLE VIL.16

IMPACTS ON LIVING ARRANGEMENTS AT THE 30-MONTH INTERVIEW FOR MALES
AND FOR FEMALES WITH AND WITHOUT CHILDREN AT RANDOM ASSIGNMENT

Estimated Impact’ Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure Group Group Applicant’ Participants..  Participant® . Participation®
Total Sample
Household Membership
Living with either parent 422 439 -1.7 i 44.0 =23 -4.9
Living with another adult Co R
relative 21.1 214 -0.3 20.2 -0.4 -2.0
Living with adult nonrelative 17.1 16.2 0.9 174 _ 1.2 . 173
Living with no other adults - 14.3 13.3 0.9 © 135 RT13 : 10.2
In Job Corps, incarcerated,
institutionalized, or . . ‘
homeless 5.4 5.2 0.2 49 0.3 5.5
Sample Member Is Head of. ) . S
Household 40.2 38.1 2.0** ' 39.7 2.8%* 7.6
Number in Household : o ) . o
1 6.8 6.4 0.4 6.9 0.5 83
2 19.4 18.1 1.2 20.0 1.7 9.3
3 : 25.6 25.8 -0.1 248 . -0.2 . -0.8
4 19.9 20.6 -0.7 19.9 -1.0 -4.8
5 or more 28.3 29.1 -0.7 . 28.4 -1.0 -3.4
(Average) 38 38 . -0.1 . 3.7 - -0 : -2.1
Males
Household Membership ) )
Living with either parent 459 47.6 -1.7 ' 47.6 23 4.6
Living with another adult
relative 213 21.3 0.1 _ 20.2 -0.1 ) -0.5
Living with adult nonrelative 16.3 15.5 0.7 16.2 ' 09 6.2
Living with no other adults 8.6 7.5 1.1 8.9 L4 19.1
In Job Corps, incarcerated, | .. . .
institutionalized, or
homeless 8.0 8.0 0.0 7.1 0.0 0.0
Sample Member Is Head of
Household 373 36.0 1.3 382 1.7 48
Number in Household
1 8.0 6.9 1.1 8.3 1.4 20.8
2 . 18.1 17.3 0.8 185 . . LY © 6l
3 26.0 25.7 0.3 25.0 0.4 1.8
4 20.2 21.0 -0.8 20.4 -1.1 -4.9
5 or more 27.8 29.2 -1.4 218 -1.9 -6.4
(Average) 3.7 38 -0.1* 37 -0.1* -2.8
Females Without Children at
Random Assignment
Household Membership
Living with either parent 41.5 438 -23 425 -3.1 -6.9
Living with another adult
relative 214 214 0.0 20.3 0.0 0.1
Living with adult nonrelative 20.0 18.6 1.3 21.1 1.9 9.7
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TABLE VII.16 (continued)

Estimated Impact ngram Group " Estimated Percentage

Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure _ Group  Group Applicant* - Participants Participant®  Participation®
Living with no other adults 15.2 14.7 0.5 142 0.6 4.7
In Job Corps, incarcerated, ’ :
institutionalized, or .
homeless 1.9 14 04 1.9 0.6 48.7
Sample Member Is Head of _
Household 354 319 3.5%¢ 337 ©4.8% 16.7
Number in Household : :
1 7.1 78 -0.7 _ 6.4 -0.9 -12.5
2 232 21.6 1.7 © - 239 " 23 10.7
3 , 24.6 24.6 0.1 24.1 0.1 -0.3
4 R YA 18.3 -1.2 17.3 -17 -8.9
5 or more ' 280 277 ° 0.3 ' 283 04 14
(Average) 3.7 3.7 - 00 37 -0.1 -14
Females with Children at
Random Assignment
Household Membership o _ - :
Living with either parent 25.6 25.6 0.0 27.1 0.0 02
Living with another adult :
relative 19.2 215 -2.4 198 -3.7 -15.8
Living with adult nonrelative 14.2 13.0 1.2 ' 14.0 1.9 15.4
Living with no other adults 39.9 39.5 0.4 383 0.7 1.7
In Job Corps, incarcerated, : .
institutionalized, or
homeless 1.1 0.3 0.7 0.9 11 -410.4
Sample Member Is Head of
Household 66.0 64.3 1.7 64.9 27 43
Number in Household
1 1.0 0.9 0.1 0.7 , 0.1 142
2 15.8 13.7 2.1 17.1 33 23.9
3 26.5 28.7 -2.2 25.6 -3.5 -12.0
4 252 244 0.8 24.6 1.3 5.5
'5 or more <315 322 -0.8 320 -1.2 -3.6
(Average) 4.1 4.1 0.0 4.1 -0.1 -1.6
Total Sample Size 7,311 4,476 11,787 C 5,246

SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.

NoTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.
Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the
selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

®*Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between. the weighted means for program and control group
members. '

®Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error

in the Job Corps participation rate.

“The percentage 'gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean
outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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We find no impacts for males or. feina,léé with children at random assignment on the likelihood
of living with a partnér (eithef married or unmarried) at the 30-month interview (Table VII.17). In
contrast, for femaiés with no children at random assignment, we find a srhall ifnpéct on marital
status; more of the program group were married and fewer were never married, living together
unmarried or divorced, separated, or widowed.

Interestingly, about one-fourth of each demographic group was married or living with a partner.

As one would expect, this figure is higher than it was at the baseline interview.

4. Impacts for Other Subgroups

Family formation outcomes among the. control group differed somewhat by age but were
generally similar for other youth subgroups (Table H.1). For example, the older youths were more
likely than the youﬁger youths to have lived with a partner, but were élso more likely to have lived
with no other adults. Surprisingly, the fertility rate was similar by age. The control group mean
outcomes were similar by residential designation status, educational level, arrest histpry, raée apd
ethnicity, and application date.

We find few impacts on key family format.ion outcomes across the subgroups. The percentage
of those who had children, who lived with all their children, who lived with no adult, and who lived
with a partner were similar for program and control group members for most subgroups. Tests of
hypotheses tha.t impa;:ts were the sérﬁe acroés subgroups wére ré.rely rejected. Thus, it appears that
Job Corps had little influence on key family formation measures during the 30 months after random

assignment for diverse groups of students.
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TABLE VIL17

IMPACTS ON MARITAL STATUS AT 30 MONTHS FOR MALES AND FOR
FEMALES WITH AND WITHOUT CHILDREN AT RANDOM ASSIGNMENT

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from

Outcome Measure Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Total Sample
Never Married, Not Living : :

Together 72.6 73.3 -0.7 73.9 -0.9 -1.2
Married 10.3 9.3 1.0 9.6 1.4 16.5
Living Together 142 14.3 -0.1 14.0 -0.2 -14
Separated, Divorced, or :

Widowed 28 3.0 -02 24 -0.2 -8.8
Males
Never Married, Not Living . : .

Together 75.5 75.7 -0.3 76.9 -0.4 -0.5
Married 8.8 8.9 -0.1 8.0 -0.1 -1.3
Living Together 13.4 13.6 -0.2 13.1 0.3 -2.0
Separated, Divorced, or

Widowed 2.3 1.7 0.6 20 0.7 58.3
Females Without Children at
Random Assignment
Never Married, Not Living

Together 70.0 72.1 2. ]*8d 70.5 T 2.9%nd -39
Married 11.7 8.1 3.6 11.1 5.0 82.9
Living Together 16.2 16.6 -0.4 16.5 -0.5 -29
Separated, Divorced, or .

Widowed 2.1 33 -1.2 1.9 -1.7 -47.2
Females with Children at
Random Assignment
Never Married, Not Living

Together 65.2 64.7 0.5 66.5 0.8 1.2
Married 14.3 14.6 -0.3 14.7 -0.4 -2.6
Living Together 13.1 11.9 1.1 12.5 1.8 16.4
Separated, Divorced, or )

Widowed 7.4 8.8 -1.4 6.3 -2.1 -25.2
Total Sample Size 7,311 4,476 11,787 5,246

SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NOTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse. Standard
errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal wexghtmg of the data and clustering caused by the selection of areas

slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

°Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group
members,

YEstimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate.
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TABLE VI1.17 (continued)

¢ The percentage gain from panicipation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean
outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

4The significance levels pertain to statistical tests for differences in the distribution of the outcome measure for program and control group
members. :

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*#**Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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E. MOBILITY

Youths served by Job Corps face many barriers to achieving self-sufficiency.. Some of these
barriers relate to family circumstances-'-for'example,difﬁcuﬁ or-unstable living arrangements or lack
of support from family members. Also, many.youths live in neighborhoods where poverty rates are
high and job opportunities are scarce. A core element of the philosophy motivating Job Corps’s
residential component is that, for some, the home environment creates insurmountable barriers to
succeeding in training and that removal.from the home is necessary in order for the youth to take
advantage of training. Indeed, living in a debilitating environment that precludes participation in
other education and training programs is a key criterion for Job Corps eligibility.

This element of Job Corps raises the question of whether participation promotes mobility of
students. Participation in Job Corps could affect the types of areas where students live after they
leave the program because of job placement ana.location assistance, and 'because higher earnings
could make some neighborhoods more affordable. However, many Job Corps students are believed
to return to their home neighborhoods after leaving the program, and the earnings gains that we
observed at the 30-month point were small. Thus, impacts-on mobility outcomes during the 30-
month follow-up period are likely to be quite small also.

We address two specific questions:

1. Do students return to the same areas that they lived in at the time of application?
2. Do students move to areas that offer opportunities different from those in the areas they
came from?. - : C :
To address these questions, we examined the following measures: (1) the distance in miles
between the zip code of residence at application to Job Corps and the zip code of the 30-month

interview, (2) whether the sample member lived in the $ame state at application and at the 30-month
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interview, and (3) the characteristiés of the counties of residence at application and at 30 months
(using data from the 1998 Area Resource File [ARF]).!” Most county measures in ARF that were
used in the analysis were from thé 1990 Census, so they pertain to the period before the 30-month
interview-date for all sample members (because the earliest interview was conducted in mid-1997).
Furthermore, the measures ‘are broad because they are at the county level. However, the county
measures provide an indication of the types of areas in which sample members lived.

We find that most sample members returned to the area they lived.in before applying for Job
Corps and that impacts on mobility were small (Table VI1.18). About half of both research groups
lived in the same zip code at 30 months as they did at application to Job Corps,-and nearly three-
quarters lived within 10 miles; the rhedian distance was about 1.6 miles (not shown). Only about
17 percent lived more than 50 miles away. Furthermore, about 88 percent lived within the same
state. Surprisingly, measures of mobility were similar for males and females.

A small increase in rhobility due to Job Corps is evident from the. fact that the difference
between the distribution of distances is statistically significant for the total sample (though not for
the gender subgroups). Slightly njOré of the program group lived more than 10 miles from where
they lived at application (71.8 percent, compared to 74.3 percent of the control group), and slightly
fewer lived more than 50 miles _éWay (16.4 percent, compared to 17.8 percent). In conjunction with
the finding that members of the p.rbgram 'gfoup were slightly more likely to identify themselves as
the head of .household and slighﬂy less likely fo live with their pa;rent.s, this finding on mobility
suggests that participation in. Job Corps had very modest effects on the likelihoéd .a youth was living

independently two and one half yéars after application to Job Corps.

"These data are made available by the Bureau of Health Professions at the Department of Health
and Human Services.
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TABLE VII.18

IMPACTS ON MOBILITY FOR MALES AND FOR FEMALES WITH AND WITHOUT CHILDREN AT RANDOM ASSIGNMENT

’ : Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Total Sample
Distance in Miles Between Zip
Codes of Residence at
Application to Job Corps and at
the 30-Month Interview
(Percentages) :
47.0 47.8 -0.8*+ 46.6 LI 2.2
1t0 10 24.8 26.5 -1.7 242 23 -8.8
10to 50 10.4 9.3 1.1 10.3 1.5 16.6
50 to 250 8.1 6.9 1.3 88 1.7 245
250 or further 9.7 9.5 0.2 10.2 0.2 2.1
(Average) 97.5 92.6 49 102.7 6.7 7.0
Lived in the Same State at
Application to Job Corps and
the 30-Month Interview , 875 87.9 -0.4 86.8 -0.6 -0.7
Males
Distance in Miles Between Zip
Codes of Residence at
Application to Job Corps and at
the 30-Month Interview
(Percentages)
49.2 49.9 -0.7 48.8 -1.0 -1.9
1to 10 1216 23.5 -1.8 21.2 -2.4 -10.3
10 to 50 10.5 89 1.6 10.0 2.1 26.2
50 to 250 85 7.8 0.7 9.5 1.0 11.2
250 or further 10.2 9.9 03 10.5 0.4 3.6
(Average) ' 105.9 96.7 . 9.2 . 1109 12.3 12.5
Lived in the Same State at
Application to Job Corps and at - - .
the 30-Month Interview 86.7 87.1 -0.4 86.1 -0.5 -0.6
Females Without Children at
Random Assignment
Distance in Miles Between Zip
Codes of Residence at
Application to Job Corps and at
the 30-Month Interview
(Percentages) . .
0 439 45.7 -1.9 432 -2.6 -5.6
1to 10 27.1 28.0 -1.0 - 26.8 -1.3 -4.8
10to 50 11.0 10.9 0.1 11.3 0.1 0.6
50 to 250 83 5.6 28 8.4 38 83.8
250 or further 9.8 9.7 0.0 10.4 0.0 0.2
(Average) 88.6 97.5 -8.9 934 -12.4 -11.7
Lived in the Same State at
Application to Job Corps and at
the 30-Month Interview 87.5 89.0 -1.5 87.0 2.1 24
o 244
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TABLE VI1.18 (continued)

¢

Estimated Impact P}ogram Group4 Estimated Percentage

Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Females with Children at
Random Assignment
Distance in Miles Between Zip
Codes of Residence at
Application to Job Corps and at
the 30-Month Interview
(Percentages)
44.1 42.5 1.7 43.6 26 6.4
1to 10 346 37.6 -3.0 342 -4.6 -12.0
10 to 50 8.5 7.8 0.7 8.8 1.1 : 14.5
50 to 250 59 54 0.5 6.0 0.8 149
250 or further 638 6.7 0.1 7.4 0.1 1.8
(Average) 75.6 58.3 17.2 ' 78.5 27.1 52.7
Lived in the Same State at
Application to Job Corps and at ‘
the 30-Month Interview 91.4 89.8 1.6 90.5 2.6 - 29
Total Sample Size 7,311 4,476 11,787 5,246

SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.

NoTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse. Standard
errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the selection of areas
slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

*Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group
members. ’

®Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate. : ‘

°The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean
outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant..

9The significance levels pertain to statistical tests for differences in the distribution of the outcome measure for program and control group
members. : : : .

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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Table VII.19 dfsplays selected characteristics of the county in which a typical sample member
resided at program application and at 30 months. (Data for the 30-month point are shown by research
status.) As a frame of reference, the table alsc; shows county chéracteristics for the typical 20- to 24-
year-old nationally.?®

Several interesting results emerge from the table. First, and not surprisingly, Job Corps students
typically come from more disadvantaged areas than the typical youth nationally. The typical Job
Corps student comes from a county with higher poverty rates, lower median incomes, lower
educational levels, higher unemployment rates, and lower housing values than the typical youth
nationally. Second, the characteristics of the counties that sample members lived in were similar at
program application and at 30 months, which is consistent with our finding that many participants
lived in the same areas at both points. Finally, we find no differences in the 30-month county
characteristics for program and control group members (which is consistent with our ﬁnding of small

impacts on mobility).

"®Our sample members were about 19 to 27 years old at the 30-month interview. However, the
ARF does not contain population information for this age group, which was needed to construct
weights to calculate the national figures. Thus, we used the available 20- to 24-year figures instead.
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TABLE VII.19
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE COUNTIES OF RESIDENCE AT APPLICATION " -
TO JOB CORPS AND THE 30-MONTH INTERVIEW

At the 30-Month Interview

At Estimated Impact National

i . Application ) Program Control per Eligible - Population of
‘County Characteristic ~ ° to Job Corps Group Group Applicant® Those 20 to 24
_ Percentage of Persons with Incomes , e Coa :
" Below the Poverty Line in 1989 16.2 159 15.9 -0.1 " 133
Percentage of Families with Incomes - , S '
Below the Poverty Line in 1989 12.8 12.4 12.5 -0.1 10.1°
Median Family Income in 1989 (in - : o .
Dollars) 33,116 33,352 33,519 -167 36,395
Percentage of Households with . . , . : : o o
Female Heads in 1990 194 19.2 19.3 -0.1 17.1
- Percentage of Persons 25 or Older in’
1990 Who Did Not Complete High
School ) 353 35.1 35.0 0.1 32.6
Percentage of Persons 25 or Older in
1990 Who Completed Four Years of ) ) .
College ’ 19.3 194 19.5 -0.1 ' 21.0-
Percentage of the Population in Jail S
or in a Juvenile Home in 1990 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.0 ' 05
Percentage of the Population in
Urban Areas in 1990 77.3 77.2 77.8 -0.7 773
Median Home Value in 1990 (in
Dollars) 86,920 85,535 88,250 -2,715%* 103,497
Unemployment Rate in 1996 6.2 6.0 6.1 -0.1 5.5
Sample Size 11,787 7,311 4,476 11,787
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NoTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview

nonresponse. Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and
clustering caused by the selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

*Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group
members.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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VIII. SUMMARY AND CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS

This report has provided extensive documentation on the impacts of Job Corps on participants’
employment and related outcomes during the first two and one half years after youths had applied
for and been found eligible for Job Cofps. Job Corps is a major investment both for the youths who
enroll and for the federal government, which pays for the program. We have emphasized throughout
the report that the findings presented here must be considered short-term: Given the size of the
investmeﬁt, two and a half years is not sufficient time to draw conclusions about whether it is a
worthwhile investment. |

In this chapter, we bring together and summarize the main findings to date on the impacts of Job
Corps, and we offer some concluding remarks that pléce these short-term findings in a broader

context.

A. SUMMARY

The key findings on the short-term impacts of Job Corps can be summarized as follows.

Job Corps provided extensive education, training and other services to the program group.
Follow-up interviews show that 73 percent of the program group enrolled in Job Corps and that 72
percent of enrollees (and just over half the full program group) participated in Job Corps for at least
3 months. The average period of participation per enrollee was eight months. Enrollees also
participated extensively in the core Job Corps activities.

Job Corps substantially increased the education and training services received by program
group participants and improved their educational attainment. Job Corps significantly
increased the percentage of youth who attended an education or training pfogram, as well as the
amount and intensity of their education and training. It also provided instruction that was more
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focused on vocational training than the training available elsewhere. On average, Job Corps
increased the amount of academic classroom instruction and vocational training that participants
received (both in and out of Job Corps) by .about 1,000 hours, which is approximately the number
of hours in a regular 10-month school year. - .

Job Corps substantially increased the receipt of certificates that it emphasizes: GED and
vocational certificates. Among those without a high school credential at random assignment, about
35 percent of program group members (and 40 percent of program group participants) obtained a
GED during the 30-month period, -compared to only 17 percent of control group members (an
impact of 18 percentage points per eligible applicant). Similarly, about 28 percent of program group |
members (and 35 percent of Job Corps participants) reported receiving a vocational certificate,
compared to about 8 percent of control group members (an impact of 20 percentage points).

The program, however, had no effect on college attendance or completion.

Job Corps generated positive emplbyment, and earnings impacts by the beginning of the
third year after random assignment. In the last quarter of the 30-month follow-up period, the gain
in average wéekly earnings per participant was $18, or 11 percent. These earnings gains late in the
period were due to a combination of greater hours of work and higher earnings per hour..

Because of the substantial time participants invested in their education and training, their
earnings over the entire 30-month period were lower than they would otherwise have been. It took
about two years from random assignment for the earnings of the program group to reach those of the
control group. Over the entire 30-month period, average earnings per participant were about $1,300
less than they would have been had the youth not participated in Job Corps.

Positive impacts near the end of the 30-month follow-up period were found broadly across most

subgroups of students. However, the program provided greater gains, at least in the short term, for
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very young students, females with children, aﬂd older youtﬁs who did not possess a high school
credential at enrollment--all grou};s at special .risk bf ‘poor employment and earnings outcomes.

For those assigned to the residential component,' short-term postprogram earnings and
employment impacts were positive overall. Impacts were similar for males, females with children,
and females without children. Thus, the residen,tiall p¥ogfam component was effective in the short
term for broad groups of students. o

For those assigned to the nonresidential cdmpoﬁent, shdrt-term"eamings and employment
impacts were substantial among females with»chilaren, but no impacts were evident for females
without children or for males.

Job Corps had small beneficial impacts on the receipt of public assistance. Overall,
program group members reported receiving about $300 less in benefits (across several public
assistance programs) than control group members. However, impacts on the receipt of individual
types of assistance were small and in many caSeS'ﬁot stétistically significant. For example, the
typical program group member received AFDC/"I" ANF benefits for just 0.2 months less than the
typical control group member (3.5 months, compared to 3.7 months for the control group), and
received food stamp benefits for jlist 0.4 months less (4.2 months, compared to 4.6 months).

Job Corps significantly reduced participants’ involvement with the criminal justice
system. The arrest rate was reduced by 22 percent (about 6 percentage points). Reductions in the
arrest rates were largest during the first year éﬁer randofn assignment, when most program group
enrollees were in Job Corps. However, arrest reductions were also statistically significant during
the later months of the follow-up period, after most of the program group had left Job Corps.

Furthermore, although the level of arrest rates differed substantié.lly across subgroups, the impacts
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on arrest rates were very similar (and, in particular, by gender, age, and residential designation
status).

Program group members were less likely to have arrest charges for all categories of crimes.
However, reductions were slightly larger for less serious crimes (such as disorderly conduct and
trespassing). |

Job Corps participation also reduced convictions and incarcerations resulting froma conviction.
Nearly 21 percent of control group members were ever convicted during the follow-up period,
compared to 17 percent of program group members. Similarly, Job Corps participation reduced the
percentage incarcerated for convictions by 3 percentage points (from 14 percent to 11 percent).

Job Corps had small positive impacts on self-assessed health status, but none on self-
reported illegal drug use, family formation, or mobility. Job Corps had little effect on the self-
reported use of tobacco, alcohol, anci illegal drugs, for the full sample and for key subgroups. It also
had little effect on time spent in drug treatment.

Job Corps significantly reduced the percentage of youth who rated their health as “poor” or “fair”
at the time of the 12-month and 30-month interviews. . At each interview, about 18 percent of the
control group and 15 percent of the program group said their health was “poor” or “fair.”

Job Corps had no effect on family formation. About 25 percent of those in both the program
and control groups had a child during the follow-up period (32 percent of females and 19 percent
of males), and about 85 percent of children were born out of wedlock. About a fourth of each group
was living with a partner at the 30-month interview. Similar percentages of parents were living with

all their children, and providing support for noncustodial children.
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B. CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS

Job Corps represented a large investment of time and effort by program group members who
enrolled. Enrollees reported staying in the program for an average of eight months and received an
average of about 1,000 hours of academic classroom instruction and vocational training. Because
the youths spent a large amount of time in the program, they were not working and earning.
Consequently, we cannot confidently draw conclusions about the postprogram impacts of Job Corps
on key outcomes based on data for the two-and-one-half-year period. Even at the end of the 30-
month follow-up period, we may not be observing the full effects of Job Corps. Thus, the results
presented in this report must be interpreted with caution.

Job Corps provides a residential living program, health care, and a broad range of services
designed to help youth who have not succeeded in school to become productive young adults. Many
staff and obse;'vers of the program believe that the distinctive residential component of Job Corps
is a key ingredient, both because the residential component is necessary for delivering effective
academic and vocational instruction and because the experience of living in a community committed
to learning has intrinsic benefits apart from the formal education and training that Job Corps
provides.

Because of the comprehensive nature of Job Corps, it is not possible to determine the relative
contributions of the different parts of the program to the beneficial short-term impacts that we find.
We can, however, put the short-term postprogram earnings gains into perspective using the literature
on the returns to schooling, and our findings that (1) youths who enroll in Job Corps receive the
equivalent of nearly a full year of schooling that they would not have received if Job Corps were not
available to them, and (2) the vast majority who leave school to go to Job Corps would have dropped

out and not obtained a high school diploma had they not enrolled in the program.
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Economists have long béen concerned about the returns to schooling.- They pose the question:
how much difference does an additional year of schooling ‘make in the lifetime earnings of an
individual? The answers they have developed over the last two decades provide an important
perspective on the study’s short-term findings.

Studies of the average returns to a year of schooling consistently find that a year of schooling
increases éamings over a worker’s lifetime by 5 to 8 percent.! Measured in hours spent in academic
classes and vocational training, Job Corps provides roughly the equivalent of a year of additional
schooling per participant. In this context, the 11 percent earnings gains per participant observed near
the end of the 30-month period are in line with what one would expect from an intensive education
and training program that serves primarily school-aged youth. Observing whether these modest
gains persist, increase, or decrease over a longer follow-up period will be critical for forming a
judgment about whether Job Corps is a good investment for students and the public.

It is also noteworthy that no other studied education and training program for disadvantaged
youth has produced statistically significant earnings and employment gains. For example, the
National JTPA Study found no impacts over a-30-month period on the earmnings of low-income out-
of-school youths who participated in 15 selected JTPA Title II-A programs in the late 1980s (Orr et
al. 1996).> As another example, the Jobstart demonstration, conducted in 13 local areas, provided
education, training, and job placement services in a nonresidential setting to economically
disadvantaged youths ages 17 to 21 who had dropped out of school. While the profile of earnings

and earnings gains were similar over a three-year follow-up period to the gains reported here for Job

'Card (1995) cites eight studies completed in the 1990s that find returns in this range. Kane and
Rouse (1999) cite similar findings on the returns to community college.

’The study used a random assignment design where more than 5,500 youths between the ages
of 16 and 21 were randomly assigned to a research status. :
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Corps, these gains were not statistically significant (Cave etal. 1993).> Thus, Job Corps is the only
program that has produced statistically significant earnings gains in the short term.

The findings for 16- and 17-year-old youth are striking: (1) earnings gains per participant were
nearly 20 percent by the end of the follow-up period, (2) the percentage earning a high school
dipioma or GED was up by 80 percent, and (3) arrest rates were reduced by 14 percent and rates of
incarceration for a conviction were reduced by 26 percent. Indeed, the average total earnings of 16-
and i7-year-old participants over the entire 30-month period were higher than they would have been
had they not participated in Job Corps (although this impact is not statistically significant). While
staff find this group difficult to deal with, and more of them leave Job Corps before completing their
education and training than do older studénts, the youngest age group appears to benefit substantially
from their program experiences soon after they leave the program. It will be especially important
to observe the time trajectory of the in;pacts for this group over a longer period..

Among older sfudents, the greatest earnings gains were among those who lacked a high schbol
credential. We speculate that these students benefited from the highly structured environment and
the intensive instruction in academic subjects and a trade that Job Corps offered. Older students who
were better prepared academically did well in Job Corps, but they also were more likely to do well
in other education and training settings and the workplace. Consequently, Job Corps was less able
to raise their employment and earnings. Of course, we need to wait for longer-term impacts to be
confident that short-term gains of older students were not lower solely because it took longer for the

benefits of their participation to become apparent.

3Thésarr‘1plé for the Jobstart random assignment evaluation contained about 1,000 program
group members and 1,000 control group members. :
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Impacts on earnings for residential students were positive near the end of the follow-up period
for most groups. Short-term earnings impacts for nonresidential students were also positive overall.
Yet it is not appropriate to conclude that the residential component could be abolished and everyone
served just as well in the nonresidential component. Indeed, our findings point to the opposite
conclusion. The nonresidential component appears to provide positive benefits for females with
children, but not for males or for females with no children. Thus the nonresidential program
provides an avenue of participation in Job Corps--and comrﬁensurate earnings gains--for a groﬁp
who would be unable to participate in the residential Job Corps program because of family
responsibilities. The finding that males and females without children who participate in the
nonresidential component derive no net benefit over and above the benefit they can get from the
many other education and training opportunities available in the community appears very consistent
with the findings on youth from the National JTPA Study and from the Jobstart Demonstration.

The 48-month interviéw data will be used to assess the extent to which the beneﬁc'i;cll
employment, earnings, and related impacts that we have found in the short term, and the pattern of
impacts across subgroups, persisted past the 30-month point. This futuré analysis will provide a

more complete answer to the question of whether Job Corps is a worthwhile investment.
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TABLE A.1

SUBGROUP SAMPLE SIZES FOR THE 30-MONTH SAMPLE

Program
Group
Control Full Job Corps Percentage of
Subgroup Group Sample Participants Study Population
Gender
Male 2,811 4,028 2,989 _ 59.4
Female 1,665 3,283 2,257 40.6
Missing 0 0 0
Age at Application :
16to 17 1,905 2,958 2,286 41.2
18to 19 1,420 2,304 1,598 320
20to 24 1,151 2,049 1,362 .26.8
Missing 0 0 0
Educational Attainment at Random
Assignment
Had a high school diploma 814 1,411 951 18.3
Had a GED 230 314 210 43
Had neither 3,413 5,537 4,050 717.0
Missing 19 49 35
Presence of Children at Random
Assignment for Females
Had children 516 1,054 666 28.7
Had no children 1,135 2,207 1,579 71.3
Missing 14 22 12
Arrest History at Random Assignment
Never arrested 3,215 5,355 3.928 76.6
Ever arrested for nonserious crimes
only® 798 1,235 854 18.7
Ever arrested for serious crimes® 199 315 221 4.7
Missing® 264 406 243
Race
White, non-Hispanic 1,173 1,934 1,362 27.0
Black, non-Hispanic 2,185 3,581 2,591 474
Hispanic 787 1,247 891 17.7
Other 331 549 402 7.9
American Indian or Alaskan Native 180 280 207 4.1
Asian or Pacific Islander 86 449 111 22
Other 65 120 84 1.6
Missing 0 0 0

A3

313



TABLE A.1 (continued)

Program
Group
- Control Full Job Corps Percentage of
Subgroup ' Group . Sample Participants Study Population
Job Corps Application Date and the New -
Job Corps Policies :
Prior to 3/1/95 (before ZT) . 960 . 1,607 1L,119 22.3
On or after 3/1/95 (after ZT) 3,516 5,704 4,127 7117
Missing 0o - 0 0
Residential Designation Status o
Residential designees 3,742 5,863 4,320 86.0
Males 2,592 . 3,633 2,712 55.3
Females-without children 941 1,830 1,347 253
Females with children 199 388 254 5.4
Nonresidential designees . T34 1,448 926 14.0
Males 219 395 277 42
Females without children ' 194 377 232 36
Females with children ‘ 317 . 666 412 62
Missing 0 0 0
Sample Size 4,476 7,311 5,246 80,883

SOURCE:  Baseline Interview data and ETA-652 Supplement data.

*Serious crimes include murder, assault, robbery, and burglary. Nonserious crimes include larceny, vehicle theft, other
property crimes, drug law violations, other personal crimes, and other miscellaneous crimes.

*Crime information was not collected for those who completed the abbreviated baseline interview at the end of the

12-month interview. These youths were administered this interview because they did not complete a full baseline
interview. v ‘
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TABLE B.1

QUARTERLY ENROLLMENT RATES IN JOB CORPS
FOR PROGRAM GROUP MEMBERS

(Percentages)
Gender Age
Females
All All with

Total Malgs Females  Children 16to 17 - '18t0'19 20to24

Enrolled in a Job Corps Center 72.9 75.3 69.5 63.6 78.6 70.2 67.5
Participation Rates, by Quarter
1 66.7 68.5 64.1 57.3 723 T 642 61.2
2 52.6 53.7 51.0 44.0 55.6 50.8 50.1
3 38.8 38.9 38.7 323 38.5 384 39.9
4 27.6 27.8 27.3 22.4 26.4 26.8 30.2
5 21.8 22.1 21.4 17.9 21.5 20.6 23.7
6 14.3 14.1 14.7 12.1 13.9 13.3 16.2
7 9.4 94 9.5 8.1 8.7 8.8 11.1
8 6.3 6.0 6.8 59 55 6.2 7.8
9 45 - 45 4.5 4.1 4.0 47 5.1
10 3.1 2.9 3.4 2.9 2.9 33 3.2
Enrolled at 30 Months 2.0 1.9 2.1 1.5 1.9 20 20
Number of Centers Attended
0 27.2 24.9 30.6 36.6 21.6 29.9 32.6
1 66.7 68.5 64.1 58.8 72.4 63.5 61.7
2 5.8 6.3 52 4.6 5.8 6.4 5.2
3 0.3 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.4
Sample Size® 5,246 2,989 2,257 666 2,286 1,598 1,362

SOURCE:  12- and 30-month follow-up interview data.

NOTE: Data pertain to program group members in the research sample. All estimates were calculated using sample
weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.
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TABLE B.2

PARTICIPATION IN OTHER JOB CORPS ACTIVITIES
FOR PROGRAM GROUP ENROLLEES

(Percentages)
Gender Age
Females
: ' : All - All " with .
Activity or Program Total Males  Females Children 16tol17 18t019 20to24
World of Work (WOW) 75.9 74.7 77.8 72.8 73.8 . 78.2 | 76.7:
Progress/Performance C
Evaluation Panels (P/PEP) 81.6 80.5 83.3 80.5 80.2 81.8 83.7
Health Classes - o 74.3 74.7 73.7 70.5 730 - 752 | 75.6
Parenting Skills élasses 62.6 61.1 65.0 64.8 60.:3 62.5 . 66.7
Social Skills Training (SSTj 74.9 74.6 75.4 69.0 742 741 772
Cultural Awareness Classes 64.2 62.5 66.9 65.0 60.3 65.8 ‘ ' 68.9
Alcohol and Other Drugs of o
Abuse Program (AODA) 47.5 48.8 45.6 42.2 48.2 47.5 46.3
Sample Size* . 5,246 2,989 2,257 666 2,286 1,598 1,362
SOURCE: - 12- and 30-month follow-up interview data.
NOTE: Data pertain to ﬁrogram group members who enfol.led in a Job Corps center during the 30 ;nonths after

random assignment. All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and
survey designs and interview nonresponse.
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TABLE B.3

JOB PLACEMENT SERVICES FOR PROGRAM GROUP ENROLLEES

(Percentages) '
Gender Age
Females
All All with

Total Males Females  Children 16to 17 18t0o19 20to24

Got Help Looking for a Job from Job
Corps Staff or a Job Corps Placement ' ’
Contractor : 39.0 384 39.8 37.1 388 375 41.0

Type of Job Placement Services

Received® '
Aptitude or skills assessment 447 46.2 424 45.5 422 43.5 50.1
Resume-writing assistance 543 519 579 59.0 50.9 56.1 57.9
Developing interviewing skills 58.0 56.0 61.0 583 543 60.0 62.0
Job search training 57.9 57.1 59.2 61.1 56.4 58.0 60.3
Career and job counseling 40.2 38.0 43.5 477 35.5 41.7 46.5
Job clubs or job banks ' 18.3 17.3 19.9 16.4 17.0 19.0 19.7
Direct job referral 48.2 479 48.6 53.0 42.6 51.9 533
Relocation assistance 26.3 27.7 24.2 18.3 24.7 274 27.8
Aid in enrolling in other training or

education programs 16.8 16.6 17.2 16.6 173 15.8 17.2

Aid in joining the military 12.9 143 10.7- 8.1 13.0 13.0 12.6
Other 26.1 28.0 233 179 25.0 26.8 27.0

Got a Job as a Result of the Job '

Placement Services Received® 41.1 43.9 36.8 42.2 37.4 40.5 47.8

Sample Size* 5,246 2,989 2,257 666 2,286 1,598 1,362

SOURCE:.  12- and 30-month follow-up interview data. -

NOTE: Data pertain to program group members who enrolled in and left a Job Corps center during the 30 months after random
assignment. All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and
interview nonresponse.

*Data pertain to those who received help looking for a job from Job Corps staff or a Job Corps placement contractor.
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TABLE B4

STUDENTS’ ASSESSMENT OF OTHER JOB CORPS ACTIVITIES
FOR PROGRAM GROUP ENROLLEES

(Percentages)
Gender . Age
Extent to o Females
Which Program . All All with
Program or Activity Was Beneficial Total 'Males. Females  Children 16t0 17 18t0 19 20 to 24
World of Work (WOW) : o
: ) Alot . 55.6 53.7 58.4 .62.3 56.8 54.8 54.5
A little 34.0 35.1 324 288 347 349 - . 318
Not at all 10.4 11.2 92 8.8 85 10.2 13.7
Progress/Performance
Evaluation Panels (P/PEP) :
' Alot 61.2 58.6 65.1 64.7 58.2 61.2 66.3
‘A little : . 303 325 270 26.0 332 30.1 254
Notatall 85 - 89 179 9.3 8.6 8.6 - 83
Health Classes .
Alot 59.6 57.1 63.7 64.8 60.6 57.0 61.1
A little 313 329 288 287 30.7 332 30.0
Not at all 9.1 . 10.1 1.5 6.5 8.6 9.7 89
- Parenting Skills Classes
Alot 51.5° 55.7 60.1 56.5 56.4 58.2 - 585
A little : 327 349 29.6 30.5 339 320 317
Not at all ’ 9.8 - 94 10.4 13.0 9.7 9.9 9.8
Social Skills Training (SST) ' ’
Alot - 589 55.7 - 63.7 63.1 58.8 575 60.6
A little 31.0 33.6 27.0 © 288 31.6 320 289
Not at all 10.1 10.6 9.3 8.1 9.6 104 10.5
Cultural Awareness Classes .
Alot 60.4 574 64.6 62.8 584 60.0 - 63.8 .
. Alittle 319 342 28.5 285 342 314 29.0
Notatall 7.8 83 6.9 8.7 7.4 8.7 7.3
Alcohol and Other Drugs of ‘
Abuse Program (AODA) - o :
Alot 59.5 55.9 65.9 64.7 58.6 58.7 62.1
" Alittle 258 28.0 219 245 25.2 25.8 27.1
Not at all - - 147 . 162 12.2 10.8 16.2 15.5 10.8
Sample Size* 5,246 2,989 2,257 666 2,286 1,598 1,362
SOURCE: 12- and 30-month follow-up interview data.
NOTE: Data pertain to program grbup members who took the specified classes or participated in the specified programs. All estimates were

calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.
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TABLE C.1

IMPACTS ON TIME SPENT IN EDUCATION AND TRAINING PROGRAMS,
BY TYPE OF PROGRAM

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage

: Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Average Percentage of Weeks
Ever in Education or Training

Job Corps 19.3 0.1 19.2 *** 265 26.4***
Programs other than Job
Corps 13.1 205 -7.4 %% 11.2 -10.1*** -47.4
ABE! 0.8 1.3 <0.5%** 0.8 <0.7%** -41.7
GED* 4.1 6.5 -2.4 %% 34 -3.3%% -49.2
High school® 43 9.0 -4.6*** 35 -6.4*** -64.5
Vocational, technical, or )
trade school 3.0 4.1 -1.1 **# 2.7 -1.4%%» -35.0
Two-year college 24 2.7 -0.4* 2.1 -0.5* -18.9
Four-year college 0.6 0.7 -0.1 0.5 -0.1 -16.4
Other 0.3 0.3 -0.1 0.2 -0.1 -28.2
Average Hours Per Week Ever in
Program
Job Corps 7.7 0.0 774> 10.6 10.5%**
Programs other than Job
Corps 3.1 5.0 -1.9%%» 2.7 -2.6 -48.3
ABE! 0.2 0.3 -0.1%** 0.1 -0.1%** -47.7
GED* 0.7 1.1 -0.5%** 0.6 -0.6*** 528
High school 1.4 27 <1420 1.1 ' -1.9%** -62.7
Vocational, technical, or
trade school 0.8 L1 -0.3*** 0.8 -0.4%%* -32.6
Two-year college 0.5 0.5 0.0 04 0.0 -9.0
Four-year college 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 -14.6
Other 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 -40.8
Sample Size 7,311 4,476 11,787 5,246
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NorTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview

nonresponse. Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and
clustering caused by the selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

"Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group
members.

bEstimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate.

“The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean
outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

4Figures pertain to sample members who did not have a high school credential at baseline.
*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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TABLE C2

TIME SPENT IN EDUCATION AND TRAINING PROGRAMS
FOR THOSE ENROLLED N TYPE OF PROGRAM

Program ' Control

Outcome Measure - Group Group Difference?

Average Percentage of Weeks in Education or

Training for Those Enrolled in Type of Program

(Percentage) o o Co
Programs other than Job Corps 244 ' 319 J7.5%%x
ABE/ESL® , _ 13.7 17.1 S3.4%x
GED®* . R 16.8 18.6 o -1.8**
High school® . 19.8 .. 293 -9 5%**
Vocational, technical, or trade school 17.0 B 1°J A I A
Two-year college - 279 304 -, - 25
Four-year college . 30.9 312 -03
Other . 12.0 10.3 1.6

Average Hours per Week in Education or

Training for Those Enrolled in Type of Program o
Programs other than Job Corps 58 L . .17 . -1.9%*
ABE/ESL® 26 33 ., 0.7
GED® 2.8 3.2 -0.5%**
High school® 4 63 . . 8.9 -2.6%**
Vocational, technical, or trade school - 47 - 5.3, -0.6**
Two-year college 5.8 59 . -0.0..
Four-year college o 7.0 7.0 0.0
Other- - L 2.5 25 - .- 01

Sample Size , 7,311 4,476 - 11,787

SOURCE: Basellne 12- month and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-
month interviews.

NOTE:  All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey
designs and interview nonresponse. Standard errors of the estimates account for design
effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the selection of areas
slated for in-person interviewing at. basehne

*Because these estimates are conditional on __enrdllme_nt,i they are not impact estimates.

*Data pertain to those without a high school credential at random assignment. ,

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test _
***Significantly different from zero at the .01. level, two-talled test
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TABLE C.3
TYPES OF PROGRAMS RECEIVED ACADEMIC CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION

AND VOCATIONAL TRAINING
: : Program Control
Outcome Measure ‘ - Group Group Difference®

Places Ever Took Academic
Classes (for Those Who Took Any

Classes) _

Job Corps. ' 76.4 0.5 75.8%**
Programs other than Job Corps 234 99.3 =75.9%**
High school/GED or ABE 15.2 76.0 -60.7***
Vocational, technical, or ' o

Trade school . 33 13.6 -10.3%**
Two-year college ' . 5.1 14.7 -9.6%**
Four-year college 1.2 3.1 -1.9%**

Other 42 17.4 21324+

Places Ever Received Vocational ,
- Training (for Those Who Received

Any Training) . ‘
Job Corps : ‘ .. 894 - 32 86.2%**
Programs other than Job Corps o 10.4 96.8 -86.4***
High school/GED or ABE - 1.5 187 -17.2%%*
Vocational, technical, or .
trade school 7.6 70.4 -62.8***
Two-year college o 1.7 - 122 -10.5%**
Four-year college 0.1 0.7 -0.5***
Other - 0.2 3.6 ‘ -3.4**
Sample Size : 1,311 4,476 - 11,787

| SOURCE: Baselme 12-month, and 30-month follow-up mterv1ew data for those who completed 30-

month mterv1ews

NoTe:  All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey
designs and interview nonresponse. Standard errors of the estimates account for design
effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the selection of areas
slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

“Because these estimates are conditional .on enrollment, they are not impact estimates.
*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
**x*Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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TABLE C 4

IMPACTS ON EDUCATION AND TRAINING OUTCOMES FOR 16- AND 17-YEAR-OLDS

v -

: ' Estimated Impact Program Group  Estimated Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impactper  Gain from

Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®

Percentage Ever Enrolled in a Program

During the 30 Months After Random

Assignment*** 94.5 * 774 17.144+ 100.0 2].8%*+ 278

Percentage Enrolled in a Program, by

Quarter After Random Assignment '
[oese 83.3 432 40.1*** 95.0 51.1%%* 116.2
2444 : 71.2 444 26.8%** 80.0 34.1**+ . 741
Kbl © - 593 44.6 14.7%++ 65.1 18.7%%+ 404
4ans 50.2 44.6 5.6%** 53.0 7.2%%+ . 15.7
Sees 445 41.0 3.6%* 47.0 - 4.6%* 10.8
6+ N 354 345 09 364 1.2 33
T 30.1 30.8 -0.8 30.6 -1.0 -3.1
gees v 26.6 278 -1.3 26.3 -1.6 5.8
Al 245 26.1 -1.6 24.1 -2.1 -1.9
10 22.6 24.0 -14 225 - -1.8 7.5

' Average Percentage of Weeks Ever in .

Education or Training*** ‘ _ 344 28.0 6.4%++ 36.7 8.1+ 284"

Average Hours per Week Everin g : )

Education or Training*** 114 7.2 4,144+ 12.6 5.3%% 715

Type.of Programs Other than Job Corps

Ever Attended '
Any program*** 63.8 77.4 -13.6%4+ 60.8 -17.3%4# -22.2
ABEorESL* - . i 6.2 ‘8.6 240k : 5.8 =314 -34.9
GED*** 26.5 38.7 -12.2%% - 233 -15.6%++ -40.1
High school*** 333 46.1 -12.8%% 313 -16.3%4+ -34.3
Vocational, technical, or trade school - 14.8 -18.1 -3.3%0 15.0 -4 288 -21:7
Two-year college*** 5.7 59 -0.1 59 -0.1 -24
Four-year college 1.1 1.0 0.1 1.0 0.1 16.3
Other - o 123 34 Y Rl 1.9 -1.4%+ -423

Percentage Ever Took Academic : :

Classes*** 89.7 72.0 17.7%++ 95.6 22,544 30.8

Average Percentage of Weeks Ever in SRS

Academic Classes*** 258 22,6 3244+ 27.0 4.0%** 17.5

Average Hours per Week in Academic

Classes . ' ’
All months*** 59 5.7 ' 0.2 : - 6.1 03 - - 5.5
Months 1 to 12*** 9.1 7.9 1.2%++ .99 1.5+ 18.5
Months 13 to 24*** 4.6 5.1 -0.4 45 -0.6 -11.2
Months 25 to 30*** 2.7 3.0 -0.3 2.6 -0.4 -12.8

Percentage Ever Received Vocational '

Training 74.8 20.6 54.2%%+ 91.8 69.0%*+* 302.7

Average Percentage of Weeks Received

Vocational Training*** 18.3 45 13.8%4++ 224 17.5%4¢ 364.1
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TABLE C.4 (continued)

Estimated Impact Program Group  Estimated Percentage

S Progmm Control per Eligible - Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants  Participant®  Participation*
Average Hours per Week Received
Vocational Training ) : . T
All months®**#* : 4.1 08 3.300¢ 5.0 . 4.2 5353
Months 1 to 12 . 6.9 08 6.2 8.7 - 7.8%e0 913.7
Months 13 to 24 2.6 08 1.8%s+ 3.1 2.3 292.2
Months 25t030 - 1.5 0.7 0.7%** 1.6 0.9%s++ 139.5
Degrees, Diplomas, and Certificates
Ever Received i
GED certificate or high school _ : , :
diploma®** 38.2 239 14,38+ 41.1 18.2%++ 79.4
GED certificate*** 34.1 17.7 16.5%** 377 21.0%** 126.0
High school diplomd 40 6.3 <2244+ 34 -2.8%4* -45.2
Vocational, technical, or trade -
certificate 248 58 19.1%8+ 30.0 24. 380> 4223
College degree (two-year or four- o , '
year) 0.2 02 0.0 0.1 0.0 39
Average Highest Grade Completed at the . '
30-Month Interview 9.9 10.0 <0.1%%% 99 . -0.1%** -1.4
Sample Size 2,958 1,905 4,863 2,286
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for these who coméleted 30-month interviews.
NOTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey désigns and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of thé data and clustering caused by the
selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

* Asterisks next to an outcome indicate the significance level of the statistical test for dlfferences in the lmpacts across the three subgroups
defined by age and high school credential status.

*Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and comrol group
members.

*Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applleant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps pamc:pauon rate.

“4The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per pamc:pam divided by the difference between the mean
outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

‘Flgures pertain to those who did not have a high school credential at random assignment.
. *Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
**sSignificantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.

BESTCOPY AVAILABLE

| - C.7 , _



TABLE C.5

IMPACTS ON Ei)UCATION AND TRAINING OUTCOMES FOR 18- TO 24-YEAR-OLDS WITHOUT A
HIGH SCHOOL CREDENTIAL AT RANDOM ASSIGNMENT

Estimated Impact Program Group Estimated Percentage

Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from

Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants  Participant®  Participation®

Percentage Ever Enrolled in a Program

During the 30 Months After Random .

Assignment*** 87.2 58.3 28.9%*+ 100.0 4] 7%+ 71.4

Percentage Enrolled in a Program, by

Quarter After Random Assignment
| S 70.7 20.6 50.0%*+ 93.3 T2.1%%+ 340.3
%% 58.8 237 35.1%%* 76.7 50.6%*+ 194.1
Khl 48.8 239 24 8%+ 61.6 35.8%%+ 138.7
qrex 40.9 225 18.4%*+ 49.1 26.6%** 118.1
Seex 36.1 20.8 15.3%++ 42.2 22.0%*+ 108.8
6 28.7 19.1 9.6%** 328 13.8%*+ 72.3
Trxx 252 17.7 7.5%%* 278 10.8%*+ 63.5
geex 224 17.7 4. Tes 237 6.8%%+% 40.4
g+ . 207 17.9 2.9%+ 214 4.1+ 23.9
10 19.4 18.8 0.7 19.4 1.0 53

Average Percentage of Weeks Everin .

Education or Training*** 28.7 14.7 13.9%*+ 34.6 20.1%%+ 138.2

Average Hours per Week Ever in

Education or Training*** 9.6 3.0 6.6%** 124 9.5%%+ 3316

Type of Programs Other than Job Corps

Ever Attended
Any program*** 48.8 58.1 -9.3%%# 45.0 -13.4%%+ -22.9
ABE or ESL® 5.8 6.8 -1.0 48 -14 -224
GED*** 219 30.3 -8.4% %+ 17.8 -12. 1%+ -40.5
High school*** 9.4 13.5 -4 %% 85 -6.0%*+ -412
Vocational, technical, or trade school 16.8 18.8 2.1 16.0 -3.0 -15.6
Two-year college*** 6.5 58 0.6 7.1 0.9 14.0
Four-year college ' 0.8 0.8 0.0 08 0.0 -2.9
Other 1.7 1.9 - -0.3 1.4 - -04 -21.4

Percentage Ever Took Academic

Classes*** 79.1 48.4 30.7% %+ 925 44.3%%+ 91.9

Average Percentage of Weeks Ever in

Academic Classes*** 18.7 12.7 6.1%** 224 8. 7%*+ 64.0

Average Hours per Week in Academic

Classes '
All months*** 39 23 1.6%** 4.8 2344 95.6
Months 1 to 12*** 6.3 29 3444+ 8.2 4.9%++ 151.1
Months 13 to 24*** 3.0 21 0.9%*+ 33 ] 3%+ 60.9
Months 25 to 30*** ' 1.7 1.5 02 1.8 0.3 18.8

Percentage Ever Received Vocational

Training 66.7 16.0 50.7%%* 89.4 73.0%++ 446.9

Average Percentage of Weeks Received

Vocational Training*** 17.1 3.0 14.1%** 23.2 20.3%** 697.2
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TABLE C.5 (continued)

Estimated Impact Program Group  Estimated -

. Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants  Participant®  Participation®
Average Hours per Week Received
Vocational Training .
All months*** 42 0.7 3.5%%s 5.6 5.0%%* 810.0
Months 1 to 12 7.0 0.7 6.3%** 9.9 9.1%%* 1195.9
Months 13 to 24 27 0.6 2.1%** 35 3.0%** 601.5
Months 25 to 30 1.3 0.7 0.6%** 15 - 0.9%** 1559 .
Degrees, Diplomas, and Certificates
Ever Received 48.1 26.5%** 123.3
GED certificate or high school : ’
diploma*** 40.9 22.5 18.4%*+
GED certificate*** 36.3 17.1 19.1%** 43.6 27.5%%+ 171.1
High school diplomd 4.6 52 -0.7 4.3 -1.0 -18.3
Vocational, technical, or trade
certificate 26.4 8.4 17.9%*+ 35.1 25.8%** 277.6
College degree (two-year or four-
year) 03 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 12.1
Average Highest Grade Completed at'the
30-Month Interview 10.5 10.5 0.0 10.4 0.0 0.2
Sample Size 2,650 1,567 4,217 1,812
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NoOTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the
selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline. -

* Asterisks next to an outcome indicate the significance level of the statistical test for differences in the impacts across the three subgroups

defined by age and high school credential status.

®Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group

members.

Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of

program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error

in the Job Corps participation rate.

4The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean

outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

°Figures pertain to those who did not have a high school credential at random assignment.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

331



TABLE C.6

IMPACTS ON EDUCATION AND TRAINING OUTCOMES FOR 18- TO 24-YEAR-OLDS WITH A
HIGH SCHOOL CREDENTIAL AT RANDOM ASSIGNMENT

Estimated Impact Program Group  Estimated Percentage

Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant® Participation?
Percentage Ever Enrolled in a Program
During the 30 Months After Random
Assignment*** 84.9 50.1 34.8%++ ~ 100.0 51.2%%* 104.7
Percentage Enrolled in a Program, by
Quarter After Random Assignment
| 69.1 15.6 53.4%++ 93.1 78.5%*+ 537.2
2%%% 60.8 20.3 40.5%*+* 80.0 59.5%%* 290.3
Jaas 52.1 21.8 30.3%%* 66.3 44 5%+ 203.7
4rs 43.9 25.1 18.8%** 54.3 27.6%*+* 103.7
Sees 38.9 23.0 15.9%++ 455 23344+ 105.3
6+ 324 223 10.1*** 35.0 14.9%++ 74.0
Uhdd 26.9 21.9 5.0%** 28.7 7.3+ 34.0
gers 24.4 20.6 3.8%* 25.9 5.6** 27.3
gt 23.9 21.1 2.9* 25.0 4.3+ 20.5
10 22.7 225 0.2 -232 0.3 1.3
Average Percentage of Weeks Ever in :
Education or Training*** 315 16.9 14.6*** - 38.1 2].5%*¢ 128.8
Average Hours per Week Ever in
Education or Training*** 10.6 3.7 7.0%** 13.8 10.2%*+ 290.7
Type of Programs Other than Job Corps
Ever Attended :
Any program*** 439 49.9 -6.0%*+ 39.7 -8.8%++ -18.0
Vocational, technical, or trade school  25.4 28.7 -3.3* 223 -4.8*% -17.7
Two-year college*** ) 16.9 19.7 -2.8* 15.0 -4.1* 21.7
Four-year college 54 6.3 -0.8 43 -1.2 -22.1
Other 25 4.0 -1.5%+ 27 -2.2%+ -44.2
Percentage Ever Took Academic
Classes*** 58.8 325 26.3%++ 68.7 38.7%%* 128.6
Average Percentage of Weeks Ever in : . ’ :
Academic Classes*** 15.4 11.3 4.0%** 16.2 5.9%++ 57.6
Average Hours per Week in Academic
Classes
All months*** 33 22 1.2+ 35 1.7%%* 96.6
Months 1 to 12*** 3.7 1.8 1.9%#* 44 2.8%%* 179.1
Months 13 to 24*** 32 24 0.8* 3.0 1.2* 68.5
Months 25 to 30*** 27 24 0.3 25 0.4 17.5
Percentage Ever Received Vocational
Training 74.0 31.0 43.0%** 929 63.1%*+ 212.0
Average Percentage of Weeks Received .
Vocational Training*** 20.9 83 12.6*** 26.9 18.5%** 2225
Qo C.10
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TABLE C.6 (continued)

Estimated Impact Program Group  Estimated Percentage

Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impactper  Gain from
Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants  Participant® Participation®
Average Hours per Week Received
Vocational Training
All months*** 6.0 2.1 3.9%%* 7.8 5.7%%* 279.9
Months I to 12 10.0 18 8.2%* 13.5 12.0%** 806.5
Months 13 to 24 39 23 1.6%** 4.7 2.3%%* 95.9
Months 25 to 30 22 22 -0.1 24 -0.1 =32
Degrees, Diplomas, and Certificates
Ever Received
Vocational, technical, or trade
certificate 35.7 12.8 22.8%%+ 45.6 33.5%%* 278.5
College degree (two-year or four-
year) 1.7 26 -0.9 1.6 -1.3 -43.8
Average Highest Grade Completed at the :
30-Month Interview 12.0 12.0 0.0 12.0 0.0 0.2
Sample Size 1,658 985 2,643 1,115
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NOTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the
selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

® Asterisks next to an outcome indicate the significance level of the statistical test for differences in the impacts across the three subgroups
defined by age and high school credential status.

bEstimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group
members.

*Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate.

The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean
outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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TABLED.1

IMPACTS ON THE PERCENTAGE OF WEEKS EMPLOYED OR IN AN EDUCATION PROGRAM

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Percentage of Weeks in Any
Activity, by Quarter After
Random Assignment
1 66.7 437 23.0%** 75.1 31.6*** 72.4
2 71.0 52.6 18.4%** 78.4 25.2%»» 47.5
3 67.5 56.7 10.8*** 72.1 14.8%** 258
4 64.0 58.8 5.3%* 66.8 <7244 12.1
5 62.4 58.8 KN Al 64.4 5.0%** 85
6 60.8 58.0 2.7%x> 61.9 3.8%% 6.5
7 60.5 58.6 1.9** 61.6 2.7** 45
8 61.8 59.4 2.4%** 62.3 3.3 5.6
9 63.3 61.5 1.9** 64.0 2.6** 42
10 64.5 62.1 24> 65.4 3.3 52
Percentage of Weeks in Any
Activity 63.8 56.3 7.5%%* 66.9 10.3*** 18.1
Sample Size 7,311 4,476 11,787 5,246
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NoTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the
selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

*Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group
members.

®Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impact per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate.

¢The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean
outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.

ERiC | D3 339

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



TABLED.2

IMPACTS ON HOURS PER WEEK EMPLOYED OR IN AN EDUCATION PROGRAM

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Average Hours per Week in
Any Activity, by Quarter After
Random Assignment .
1 282 16.6 : 11.6*** 322 15.9%** 97.6
2 30.0 20.8 9.2%** 334 12.6%** 60.9
3 28.7 227 6.0%** 309 : 8.2%** 36.4
4 271 235 3.6+ 284 5.0%%* 213
5 26.7 24.2 2.5%%* 277 3.5%%* 145
6 26.8 24.8 2.0%** 27.6 2.7%%* 10.8
7 27.0 252 1.8%** 27.7 2.5%%* 9.8
8 27.8 259 1.8%** 28.3 2.5%%+ 9.8
9 284 26.9 1.4%+* 28.8 2.0%** 7.3
10 28.6 27.0 1.6*** 29.4 2.2+ 8.0
Average Hours per Week in
Any Activity 27.6 23.5 4.1*** 28.9 5.6%** 239
Sample Size 7,311 4,476 11,787 5,246
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NoOTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the
selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

“Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group
members.

Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impact per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate.

°The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean
outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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TABLED.3

IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT AND EARNINGS FOR 16- AND 17-YEAR-OLDS

341

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from

Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®

Percentage Employed, by

Quarter
1* 26.1 327 -6.6*** 233 -84+ -26.5
24> 26.2 37.2 -11.0*** 222 -14.0%** -38.7
3* 35.6 43.8 -8.2%* 333 -10.5%** -23.9
4 43.7 50.3 -6.6*** 422 -8. 4%+ -16.6
S5** 46.3 479 -1.6 45.6 -2.1 -4.3
6*x* 46.0 45.1 0.9 46.0 1.1 2.6
Trxx 50.7 48.1 2.6* 51.3 3.3* 6.9
8** 54.9 51.3 3.6%* 55.7 4.6** 9.0
9* 59.3 55.8 3.5% 60.6 4.4** 7.9
10 62.8 58.9 3.9%%x 63.9 5.0%** 8.4

Average Number of Jobs 24 24 0.0 24 0.0 -13

Average Percentage of Weeks

Employed, by Quarter
1*** 14.3 21.2 -6.9%** 11.6 -8.8*** -43.2
2% % 18.4 272 ~8.g**+ 15.3 -11.3%%+ -42.5
K 249 31.3 -6.4*** 225 -8.1%** -26.5
4 29.3 34.8 -5.5% % 28.0 <7.0**+ -20.0
S5¥* 32.7 34.7 -2.1* 319 -2.6* -1.7
6** 35.6 36.0 -0.3 356 -0.4 -1.1
THE* 40.6 37.9 2.7%+* 41.1 3.4%+* 9.0
gr** 44.5 41.4 3.0%* 45.1 3.9%+* 9.4
Ak 47.4 44.5 2.9%+ 48.2 3.7+ 8.4
10** 50.1 46.4 3Tk 51.0 4.7%** 10.1

Average Hours per Week

Employed, by Quarter
| R ' 5.3 7.4 2.1k 42 -2.6%** -38.4
2% % 7.5 10.5 -3.0%** 6.2 -3.8%*x -38.1
3rxx 10.3 12.2 -2.0%** 9.3 -2.5%%* 2211
44+ 12.2 13.7 -1.5%%* 11.7 -1.9%** -13.7
S¥x 14.0 14.1 -0.1 13.7 -0.1 -0.6
6*** 15.7 154 03 15.7 0.4 25
THE* 18.3 16.2 2.1%** 18.6 2.7 16.7
grxx 20.2 18.1 2. 1%** 20.7 2.7*%* 15.2
Ak 214 19.6 1.8%** 21.8 234 11.7
10** 224 20.3 2.1%* 23.0 2.7%** 13.2

Average Eamings per Week, by

Quarter (in 1998 Dollars)
| R 28.4 40.6 S122%%+ 22.1 S15.5%*+ -41.2
24> 43.4 59.7 -16.4%** 35.1 -20.8%** -37.2
Khh 61.8 68.9 -7.2%* 55.1 -9. 1%+ -14.2
4r* 72.9 78.2 -5.3 69.0 -6.7 -8.8
Sexx 90.0 87.7 23 86.9 29 3.5
6** 107.3 100.8 6.5 105.9 8.3 8.5
Trxx 128.5 108.1 20.4*** 129.3 25.9% %+ 25.1
g+ 141.0 124.1 16.9*** 142.5 2]1.5%4+ 17.7
9* 150.7 134.7 16.0*** 151.6 20.3%4+ 15.5
10*** 158.0 137.6 204**+ 160.1 26.0%** 19.4
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TABLE D.3 (continued)

Estimated Impact

Program Group

Estimated Percentage
Program Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Average Total Earnings per o X
Week (in 1998 Dollars)*** . 96.5 - 934 3.1 - 944 4.0 44
Average Hourly Wage in the
Most Recent Job in Quarter 10 o
(in Dollars) 6.8 6.5 0.3%++ 6.8 0.4%** 5.9
Job Benefits Available in the
Most Recent Job in Quarter 10
(Percentage) .
Health insurance 4438 41.3 3.5+ 45.8° 4.5* 10.9
Paid sick leave 375 32.1 54> 385 6.9*%** 21.6
Paid vacation*** 51.5 46.4 5.0%%* 52.5 6.4%++ 13.8
Retirement or pension :
benefits*** 374 30.0 7.4%%+ 38.0° 9.4%++ 32.8
Sample Size 2,958 1,905 4,863 2,286
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NOTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for desxgn effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the

selection of areas slated for i in-person interviewing at baseline.

® Asterisks next to variable names indicate significance levels for statistical tests of differences in impacts across the three age subgroups.

YEstimated impacts per eligible appllcant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group

members.

“Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impact per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of

program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the esnmatxon error
in the Job Corps participation rate.

4The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per pammpant divided by the difference between the mean

outcome for pamclpants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
*+Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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TABLE D.4

TMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT AND .EARNINGS FOR 18- AND 19-YEAR-OLDS

. Estimated Impact  Program Group - Estimated Percentage
Progran  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from

Outcome Measure* Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®

Percentage Employed, by

Quarter .
1* 34.6 44.0 -9.44%+ 295 -13.4%4+ -31.2
2444 339 49.8 -15.944+ 27.4 ' -22.6%** -45.2
3* 4.7 54.2 -11.5%%+ 383 -16.4%*+ -30.0
4 51.9 59.9 27944+ 48.2 <11.3%## -19.0
5 54.7 61.2 -6.6%** 52.8 =944+ -15.0
64+ ) 54.0 60.1 -6.1%++ 53.4 -8. 744+ -14.0
Uhdad 56.6 60.6 -4.1%+ 56.3 . -5.8%¢ 93
8e* 60.8 .- 629 . . 20 ) 61.0 -2.9 -4.5
9+ 64.1 65.4 -1.3 _ 64.7 -1.8 -2.8
10 o 675 . 67.5 0.0 69.4 -0.1 : -0.1

Average Number of Jobs 2.5 2.6 -0.1 2.5 -0.1 -5.0

Average Percentage of Weeks

Employed, by Quarter
| R ) . 20.5 314 -10.8%** 151 -15.4%%+ -50.5
yAlld ... 248 38.7 . ~13.9%¢+ 190 . -19.7%%+ -51.0
Jeas’ ' 31.6 434 | -11.8%*+ T 269 ©-16.8%** -38.4
4 38.8 46.3 -7.5%4¢ 352 -10.7%++ 2233
5% , . 419 489 o 2108 : 39.8 -10.0%** -20.1
6** 443 50.1 -5.8%4+ 433 -8.2%%¢ -16.0
Tees . 469 . . 525 -5.6%%* - . 469 -8.0%* -145
geer 50.5 53.8 <3.3%* 50.3 -4.7%+ -8.6
g+ 53.7 56.3 -2.6* 54.2 -3.8¢ -6.5
10** . 55.6 . 57.1 -15 ) 56.8 . -2.2 -3.7

Average Hours per Week

Employed, by Quarter :
| R . 8.1 12.9 494k . 58 ) o 7.0 -54.4
pALL © 100 16.0 -6.1%%% . .16 -8.6%+* -53.1
Jees 13.1 18.3 =524 111 <744 -39.8

40 16.5 19.3 -2.8%** . 149 -4.0%+* 2213

Sess 17.7 21.5 =384+ 16.8 <5444+ -244
(S : 19.3 229 -3.6%** 19.1 -5. 144 -21.1
Tees 20.8 24.0 PX WAL 21.0 -4.6%** -17.9
gees 22.7 24.8 22,04+ 22.8 -2.9%44 -11.3
g+ 24.2 25.5 -1.2. 245 -1.7 -6.6
10** 24.8 25.5 -0.7 ' 25.6 -1.0 -3.6

Average Eamnings per Week, by

Quarter (in 1998 Dollars)
| R 49.8 76.8 -27.0%4+ 372 -38.444+ -50.8
PAddd 63.3 97.6 -34.4%4+ 48.6 -48.9%4++ -50.2
ki 83.9 "114.4 T =30.6%* 71.2 -43.5%4* -37.9

4 104.2 1194 =152+ 93.6 -21.6%** -18.7
Sess 1184 1383 -19.8%%* 114.2 -28.3%4¢ -19.8
6** 1358 1515 -15.7%4# 135.8 -22.3%4¢ -14.1
Taes 147.9 162.7 -14.8** 151.4 -21.1*¢ -122
8++ 161.4 168.0 -6.6 164.1 9.5 -55
9+ 174.2 176.9 -2.7 178.9 -3.8 -2.1
10%++ 180.1 181.7 -1.7 188.6 -2.4 -1.3
Qo ' D.7
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TABLE D.4 (continued)

Progmm Group  Estimated

Estimated Impact Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure® - Group* Group Applicant®  Participants ‘Participant®  Participation?
Average Total Earnings, per -
Week (in 1998 Dollars)*** 1170 . 1366 <19.6*** 1139 <27.9%*+ . ©.19.7 .
Average Hourly Wage in the
Most Recent Job in Quarter 10 o
(in Dollars) 7.0 6.9 0.1 7.1 0.2 23
Job Benefits Available in the
Most Recent Job in Quarter 10
(Percentage) ) o :
Health insurance 502 52.5 -23 513 -3.3 -6.0
Paid sick leave 422 423 0.1 435 0.1 -0.2
Paid vacation*** 55.8 59.2 -3.5* 56.1 -4.9* -8.1
Retirement or pension
benefits*** 406 429 -2.2 42.2 -3.2 -7.0
Sample Size —- 2,304 1,420 3,724 1,598
SOURCE:

NOTE:

selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

® Asterisks next to variable names indicate significance levels for statistical tests of differences in impacts across the three age subgroups.

*Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group

members.

“Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impact per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate.

4The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per pamclpant divided by the difference between. the mean

outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.

D.8
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Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews. *

All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.
- Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the



TABLE D.5
IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT AND EARNINGS FOR 20- TO 24-YEAR-OLDS

- Estimated Impact  Program Group  Estimated Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from

Outcome Measure . Group Group Applicant® . Participants Participant®  Participation®
Percentage Employed, by
Quarter ‘ :
1% 36.8 48.7 -11.9ss» 31.0 - -17.7%%» -36.4
PARAS 36.7 54.2 . =17.5%% 27.6 -26.0%%+ -48.5
3* 45.4 58.6 <13.2¢%+ 375 -19.6%** -34.3
4 ) 53.1 62.4 .9.388 49.0 . -13.84%* -22.0
5t 58.1 64.6 -6.5%4+ 56.7 -9.6%+* -14.5
610 60.0 63.1 -3.0* - 59.4 : -4.5¢ -7.0
Tese 61.8 63.6 -1.8 . 61.6 -2.7 -4.1
8es . " 66.5 64.0 25 66.4 3.7 5.8
9* - 703 69.0 1.3 71.2 1.9 2.7
10 723 70.8 1.5 : 73.4 23 © 32
- Average Number of Jobs 24 25 -0.1* 24 -0.2* . 6.4
Average Percentage of Weeks
Employed, by Quarter : .
| Rddd 22.1 35.0 -12.9%s+ . 16.1 -19.184# -54.2
PAdAd : 279 443 -16.4%%+ - 19.2 <24 3845 -55.9
Khddd 35.8 48.5 -12. 7%+ 28.4 © o =18.9%s - -39.9
4 419 514 -9.5%s+ 37.2 =14 184+ -27.5
5 47.3 526 - -5.4%%+ 449 -7.9%¢+ -15.0
6** 51.6 540 -2.4 503 -36 -6.7
Tese . 53.8 55.9 -2.1 533 -3.1 <55
gese 575 56.9 0.6 56.8 0.9 1.6
gss 614 60.3 1.0 614 15 2.6
10+ . 64.2 . 613 29+ 65.2 4.3%. 7.0
Average Hours per Week
- Employed, by Quarter : : ‘
| R 89 14.6 -5.6%%* 6.1 -8.4%ss -57.7
288 . 11.6 18.9 <7308 1.7 -10.8%¢++ -58.6
Jese . 15.0 20.8 -5.8%%+ 11.7 -8.7%%¢ -42.6
4+ o 17.7 219 ~4.2%%s - 154 -6.3¢¢++ -28.9
Lhddd 20.5 22.6 -2.1%%s 19.3 - =3.188¢ -13.9
6tse C . 23.2 23.5 -0.4 22.5 -0.5 -2.3
Jese 24.3 24.6 -0.3 239 -0.5 -2.0
gees 25.6 25.1 0.5 25.2 0.7 31
A 27.3 26.5 0.8 274 . 1.2 4.6
10+ 28.2 27.0 1.2 ] 29.0 1.8 6.8
Average Eamnings per Week, by
Quarter (in 1998 Dollars)
Jess 57.3 92.2 -34.8¢¢+ - 386 - =51.7%es -57.2
VARG ) 77.6 122.8 4528+ 49.5 -67.0%++ -57.5
Jess 99.9 134.6 -34.7%%» 74.9 -51.4%%» -40.7
4 : : 118.5 1409 <22.4%%* 100.1 -33.3%0 -25.0
5¢se ' 144.5 153.6 91 135.3 -13.5 9.1
6** 169.4 168.4 - 1.0 162.2 . L5 0.9
Uhdd 180.3 1783 - 20 175.4 - 30 1.7
g 193.8 183.1 10.7 188.9 15.9 9.2
9* : 209.0 193.2 15.9*+ 208.5 23.5%+ 12.7
10%ss 215.1 197.4 17.7%+ 219.5 26.2** 13.6
D.9
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TABLE D.5 (continued)

. . Estimated Impact ~ Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program  Control . perEligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure® ’ Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®.  Participation
Average Total Earnings per . .
Week (in 1998 Dollars)*** 1445 - 154.4 - 9.9+ 135.8 -14.7** -9.8
Average Hourly Wage in the
Most Recent Job in Quarter 10
(in Dollars) 1.5 72 0.3%* 7.5 0.5*+ 7.2
Job Benefits Available in the
Most Recent Job in Quarter 10
(Percentage)
Health insurance 56.0 524 3.6 554 53 10.6
Paid sick leave ’ 46.1 425 3.6 46.4 53 12.8
-Paid vacation*** 61.2 - 588 24 60.5 36 6.4
Retirement or pension : :
benefits*** 46.2 43.1 3.1 46.5 4.5 10.8
Sample Size 2,049 1,151 13,200 1,362
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up inte!'view data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NOTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the

selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

® Asterisks next to variable names indicate signiﬂcanée levels for statistical tests of differences in impacts across the three age subgroups.

YEstimated impacts per eligible appl:cant are measured as the dlfference between the weighted means for program and control group

members.

®Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impact per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of

program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error

in the Job Corps participation rate.

4The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated |mpact per pa.rtlcxpant divided by the difference between the mean

outcome for participants and the esnmated impact per parucxpant

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tmled test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.

D.10.



IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT AND EARNINGS FOR MALES

TABLE D.6

’

Estimated hnp:‘_i\c.t' . Program Group

. - Estimated Percentage
Program  Control perEligible * - - JobCorps: - -Impact per Gain from

Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation?

Percentage Employed, by

Quarter .

1 329 41.5 -8.7%%# 28.6 -11.5%*+* -28.7
2* 315 47.1 v -15.6% % 25.6: <20.7*** -44.8
3 40.8 526 -11.8%*+ 36.3 -15.7**+ -30.2
4 50.1 58.5 -8.4% %+ 46.6 11,1+ -19.2
5 54.5 58.3 =37 53.2 oL=5.0%%x -8.6
6 54.8 56.2 -1.5 53.8 2.0 -3.5
7 57.9 58.3 . -04, 575 -. -0.5 -0.9
8 62.2 60.6 .- 16 61.8 - 2.1 3.6
9 66.3 65.6 - 0.6 - 66.4 0.8 1.2
10 69.8 68.0 1.8 70.8 24 3.5

Average Number of Jobs "25¢ 26 c0r e o2s -0.1 -2.8

Average Percentage of Weeks

Employed, by Quarter . , i N
1 18.7 28.7 -10.1%** 144 -13.4%*> -48.2
2* 230 36.6 CA136%EE L 179, . .. . -]81%%* -50.2
3 30.3. 411 . . -108**% ., . . 260 - -14.3%%* =355
4 36.6 44.8 y =82*rx .. . 333 -10.9%** -24.7
5 41.7 45.6 -3.9%%* 39.8 -5.2%%* -11.5
6 45.1 - 471 -2.0* “.440 - 2.7 - -5.8
7 48.4 49.6 -1.2 48.1 -1.6 -3.2
8 52.7 .. 51.6 .. S 1S B 521 1.4 28
9 55.5 55.8 -04 55.2 -0.5 -0.8
10 58.6 57.2 14 59.3 . 1.8 32

Average Hours per Week ) ¢ )

Employed, by Quarter - :
1*** 7.5 11.7 -4.3%%* 55 -5.7%%* -50.9
2** 9.7 . 156 L=59%xx . .13 . =T.9%*x -51.8
ki 13.0 17.8 -4.8*r%, ., wlILe ¢ -6.3%xx -36.3
4 16.0 19.4 34554 ' 14.4 454 -23.6
5 18.5 20.3 -1.8xx .. ..176. . ~2.4%%* -12.1
6 20.6 21.7 L .o 2041 . -1.4* -6.7
7 225 22.8 02 .- 224 -0.3 -1.3
8* 24.7 23.7 1.0* 245 1.4* 6.0
9 26.1 25.7 0.4 26.0 0.6 22
10 27.2 26.3 0.9 27.7 12 4.6

- Average Earnings per Week, by
Quarter (in 1998 Dollars)
1** 47.3 73.7 -26.4%** 342 <35.1%%=* -50.6
2% 64.1 99.9 -35.8**+ 474 -47.6*** -50.1
3** 86.8 113.2 -26.4%** 71.9 -35.1%%» -32.8
grxx 105.2 123.7 -18.5%** 92.6 -24.6%** -21.0
5 127.6 137.4 -9.8** 120.0 -13.0** -9.8
6 150.0 151.8 -1.9 145.0 -2.5 -1.7
7 167.3 163.5 3.8 164.9 5.0 32
8 184.5 171.5 12.9%* 181.0 17.2** 10.5
9 197.7 186.9 10.9** 1952 14.4** 8.0
10 205.8 192.7 13.1** 207.4 17.4** 9.2
" Average Total Eamings per
Week (in 1998 Dollars) 130.7 139.8 -9.2%% 1243 S12.2%*+ -8.9
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TABLE D.6 (continued)

_ Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation?
Average Hourly Wage in the
Most Recent Job in Quarter 10
(in Dollars) 7.3 7.1 0.2** 7.2 0.3** 3.6
Job Benefits Available in the
Most Recent Job in Quarter 10
(Percentage)
Health insurance 524 49.4 3.0** 53.4 4.0** 8.1
Paid sick leave 427 40.1 2.6* 43.7 3.4* 8.5
Paid vacation 56.7 55.7 1.0 56.8 1.3 24
Retirement or pension
benefits 43.4 41.0 2.4 44.8 3.2 7.8
Sample Size 4,028 2,811 6,839 2,989
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.

NOTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.
Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the

selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

® Asterisks next to variable names indicate significance levels for statistical tests of differences in impacts across the two gender subgroups.

*Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group

members.

Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impact per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the esf
in the Job Corps participation rate.

timation error

4The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean
outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
**+*Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT AND EARNINGS FOR FEMALES

TABLE D.7
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Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from

Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation?

Percentage Employed, by

Quarter
1 30.1 39.2 -9 1%** 249 S13.1%** -345
2% 316 439 -12.3%%+ 24.6 -17.7%%¢ -41.9
3 40.2 48.9 -8.7¥** 353 -12.6%** -26.2
4 47.0 53.8 -6. 7% 444 -9. 7%+ -17.9
5 48.8 54.2 -5.4%%* 46.7 -7.8%%+ -14.3
6 49.0 52.5 -3.5%* 484 -5.0%* -94
7 52.3 53.2 -0.9 52.2 -1.3 25
8 56.8 55.2 1.5 57.3 22 4.0
9 60.2 57.5 2.7* 61.6 3.9* 6.7
10 62.7 60.2 2.5* 63.7 3.5% 59

Average Number of Jobs 23 2.4 -0.1* 23 -0.1* -5.3

Average Percentage of Weeks

Employed, by Quarter
1 18.0 27.2 -9.2% %> 13.0 -13.3%** -50.5
2+ 23.0 337 -10.7%** 16.6 -15.4%%% -48.1
3 29.6 379 -8.3%** 243 -11.9%* -329
4 345 40.1 -5.6%** 31.3 8. 14+ -20.5
5 36.6 41.8 -5 3% 34.1 -7.6%** -18.1
6 393 42.6 =324 38.1 -4.6** -10.9
7 43.1 442 -1.1 42.8 -1.6 -3.6
8 46.0 46.5 -0.4 45.9 -0.6 -14
9 50.0 47.6 2.3 50.6 3.4* 7.2
10 514 48.8 2.6* 51.9 3.7% 7.8

Average Hours per Week

Employed, by Quarter
[r*» 6.7 10.1 S3.4%% 4.8 -4.9%%* -50.3
AL 9.0 12.9 -3.9%* 6.5 -5.6%** -46.3
3 11.7 14.5 2.9 9.5 -4 1% -30.3
4 13.6 15.2 -1.5%% 12.4 S22 -15.1
5 14.8 16.5 N kbl 139 S2.4%%* -15.0
6 16.4 17.5 -1.0* 159 -1.5*% -8.6
7 18.2 18.3 -0.2 18.1 -0.2 -1.2
8* 19.3 19.8 -0.5 19.4 -0.7 -3.6
9 20.8 19.9 09 21.1 1.3 6.6
10 21.2 20.0 1.2* 21.6 1.7* 85

Average Earnings per Week, by

Quarter (in 1998 Dollars)
1** 37.1 54.5 -17.4%%* 25.8 <25 1%+ -49.3
2%%% 51.9 72.3 -20.3%** 36.1 -20.2%%* -44.8
Khd 68.5 833 -14.9%#+ 54.5 -21.4%%* -28.2
4rxx 80.9 85.2 43 71.6 -6.2 -8.0
5 94.2 98.2 -3.9 88.4 -5.6 -6.0
6 109.3 1103 -1.0 105.3 -1.4 -14
7 122.4 116.3 6.1 121.6 8.8 7.8
8 129.6 128.2 1.4 130.1 2.0 1.6
9 140.1 130.0 10.1** 142.3 14.5%* 113
10 144.1 131.2 12.9%#++ 147.3 18.5%** 14.4

Average Total Earnings per

Week (in 1998 Dollars) 94.8 99.3 4.5 89.9 -6.5 -6.7
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TABLE D.7 (continued)

- ) Estimated Impact ~ Program Group :-  Estimated Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation?
Average Hourly Wage in the
Most Recent Job in Quarter 10 , o
(in Dollars) 6.7, 6.3 0.3%** . 6.7, 0.5%+ . - 81
Job Benefits Available in the
Most Recent Job in Quarter 10
(Percentage) .
Health insurance - 459 46.4 -0.5 44.7 -0.7 -1.6
Paid sick leave 39.7 . 359 3.8%* 39.8 5.5+ 16.0
Paid vacation 542 52.0 2.2 54.1 32 6.2
Retirement or pension e
benefits 37.1 33.3 3.8* 36.2 5.5* 17.9
Sample Size 3,283 1,665 4,948 2,257
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NOTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the
selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline. .

® Asterisks next to variable names indicate significance levels for statistical tests of differences in impacts across the two gender subgroups.

*Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group

members

“Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impact per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of

program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate.

The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean
outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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TABLE D.8

IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT AND EARNINGS FOR MALE RESIDENTIAL DESIGNEES

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from

Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation?

Percentage Employed, by

Quarter

1 . 324 41.2 -8.8**+ 28.1 -11.6%*+ -29.3

2%+ 30.8 47.0 -16.2%*+ 248 <2144+ -46.3
3 40.3 526 -12.3%%+ 35.9 -16.3*** - -31.2
4 49.5 58.3 . 8.8 46.0 -11.6*** . -20.2
5 54.4 58.3 -4.0%*+ 529 -5.2%%* -9.0
6 54.6 56.1 - <15 53.6 -2.0 -3.7
7 57.7 58.1 0.3 57.2 -0.5 -0.8
8 62.0 60.4 1.6 . 61.6 2.1 35
9 66.1 65.4 0.6 66.1 09 1.3
10 : 69.8 67.7 2.2¢ 70.7 2.9* 42

Average Number of Jobs 25 26 0.0 25 . -0.1 -23

Average Percentage of Weeks

Employed, by Quarter
1 18.1 28.3 -10.2%*+ 13.8 -13.5%%+ -49.4
2% . 224 36.5 -14.1%*+ 17.2 -18.6*** -51.9
3 29.8 40.8 -11.0%** 25.5 -14.6*** -36.4
4* 36.1 44.6 -8.6%*+ 32.7 -11.3%%+ -25.7
5 413 453 -4 1%%# 39.3 -5.4%%* -12.0
6 44.9 46.9 -2.0* . 43.8 : -2.6* -5.7
7 . 482 493 -1.1 47.8 -14 -2.9
8 52.4 51.4 1.0 51.8 1.3 2.6
9 55.2 55.4 -0.1 54.9 -0.2 -0.3
10 . 58.6 57.0 1.6 59.2 22 3.8

Average Hours per Week

Employed, by Quarter
1 7.3 11.5 -4.3x44 53 -5.6%%* -51.3
AR 9.5 15.6 -6.1**# 7.2 . -8.0%*+ -52.9
3¢ 12.8 17.7 -4.8%*# 10.9 -6.4**+ -37.0
4% 15.9 19.3 =34 14.3 -4.5%*+ -24.0
5 18.3 20.2 -1.8%*+ 17.4 <2.4%** -12.1
6 20.6 21.6 -1.0* 20.1 -1.4* -6.4
7 22.6 22.7 -0.1 22.4 -0.1 -0.5
8 24.7 23.6 1.1* 24.4 1.4* 6.1
9 26.1 25.5 0.6 25.9 0.8 3.1
10 27.3 26.2 1.1* 27.7 1.4* 54

Average Earnings per Week, by

Quarter (in 1998 Dollars)
1 46.1 72.4 -26.3%%+ 333 -34.8%*+ -51.1
AL 62.5 . 99.4 -36.9%*+ 457 -48.8%*+ -51.6
3¢ '85.3 112.1 -26.8*** 70.3 =355+ -33.6
PEE 104.0 122.7 -18.7%+# 90.9 <2474+ -21.4
5 126.9 136.5 -9.5%* 119.0 -12.6** -9.6
6 149.4 151.0 -1.7 144.3 222 -1.5
7 167.3 162.3 4.9 164.6 6.5 4.1
8 184.0 171.1 12.9** 180.2 17.1** 10.5
9 197.3 185.6 11.8** 194.3 15.6** 8.7
10 206.0 191.6 14.4%++ 207.4 19.1#*+ 10.1
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TABLE D.8 (continued)

Estimated Impact

Program Group Estimated

Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Average Total Earnings per .
Week (in 1998 Dollars) 1302 - 139.1 -8.9%++ 123.6 -11.8%++ -8.7
Average Hourly Wage in the
Most Recent Job in Quarter 10 .
(in Dollars) 7.3 71 0.2* 72 0.2* 35
Job Benefits Available in the
Most Recent Job in Quarter 10
(Percentage)
Health insurance 523 49.6 2.7* 53.4 3.5¢ 7.1
Paid sick leave 4.5 402 22 43.6 29 7.2
Paid vacation '56.6 56.1 0.5 56.7 - 0.7 12
Retirement or pension _ ' s
benefits 42.8 41.0 1.8 444 2.4 5.7
Sample Size 3,633 2,592 6,225 2,712

SOURCE:

NOTE:

selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.

All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.
Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the

2 Asterisks next to variable names indicate significance levels for statistical tests of differences in impacts across the three subgroups of

residential designees.

bEstimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group

members.

°Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impact per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of

program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate.

4The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean

outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*++Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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TABLED.9

IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT AND EARNINGS FOR FEMALE RESIDENTIAL DESIGNEES WITHOUT CHILDREN

O
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Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible ~ Job Corps - Impact per Gain from

Outcome Measure® | Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®

Percentage Employed, by

Quarter
1 310 413 -10.3%++ 25.4 -14. 1%+ -35.7
2%+ 30.0 46.7 -16.7%++ 22.6 -22.8%++ -50.2
3. 39.6 51.2 -11.6*** 34.6 -15.9%%+ -31.4
4 474 573 -9.9%++ 444 . =13.5%%# -233
5 49.4 56.6 -7.2%%+ 47.1 -9. 8%+ -17.3
6 49.1 54.0 -4.9%+ 48.2 -6.7%* -12.1
7 52.9 54.6 -1.7 52.7 -2.3 -42
8 57.6 55.6 2.0 58.3 2.8 5.0
9 60.7 583 25 62.1 34 57
10 62.1 60.7 1.4 62.8 2.0 3.2

Average Number of Jobs 24 25 -0.1* 24 -0.2* -6.7

Average Percentage of Weeks

Employed, by Quarter
1 17.6 28.6 -11.0%++ 12.1 - -15.0%++ -55.3
2%+ 21.1 36.5 -15.4%++ 14.9 -21.0%*+ -58.5
3 289 39.8 -10.9*%#+ 23.6 -14.8%*+ -38.6
4* 34.0 42.6 -8. 7%+ 30.5 -11.8%%+ -27.9
5 36.2 43.5 -7.3%%+ 335 -10.0%*+* -23.0
6 38.9 43.6 -4, 7%+ 37.8 -6.4*++ -14.5
7 435 452 -1.7 43.0 2.4 -52
8 46.7 46.6 0.1 46.5. 0.1 0.2
9 49.9 48.0 1.9 50.6 2.6 53
10 50.7 49.0 1.7 50.9 23 438

Average Hours per Week

Employed, by Quarter
1 6.6 10.4 -3.8%%* 45 -5.2%%+ -54.0
244+ 84 13.8 -5.4%%+ 6.0 -7.4%%+ -55.0
Khdd 11.5 15.2 <3744 9.4 -5.1%%¢ -35.1
4+ 13.6 16.1 2.4+ 123 -3.3%%+ -21.2
5 14.6 17.4 2.8+ 13.6 -3.8%%+ -21.9
6 16.1 18.2 <2.1%+ 15.7 -2.9%# -15.4
7 18.4 18.9 -0.5 18.2 -0.7 -3.8
8 19.5 20.2 -0.6 19.7 -0.9 4.1
9 20.7 20.3 0.4 21.1 0.5 24
10 211 20.0 1.1 214 1.5 7.3

Average Eamings per Week, by

Quarter (in 1998 Dollars)
1 34.3 54.9 -20.6**+ 22.0 -28.0%++ -56.0
2%+ 473 75.7 -28.4%++ 320 -38.6%** -54.7
K 66.3 84.9- -18.6%*+ 524 -25.3%%# -32.6
4 79.3 87.6 -8.3* 69.3 -11.3* -14.0
5 90.6 99.9 -9.3* 83.8 -12.6* -13.1
6 105.7 111.7 -5.9 101.3 -8.1 -14
7 122.2 117.2 5.0 120.2 68 6.0
8 129.9 127.9 2.0 129.9 28 22
9 137.9 128.8 9.1 140.2 - 124 9.7
10 141.7 128.1 13.6** 144.0 18.5%* 14.7
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TABLE D.9 (continued)

Estimated Impact  Program Group = Estimated Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation?
Average Total Eamnings per
Week (in 1998 Dollars) 92.1 100.0 -7.8%+ 86.9 -10.7** -10.9
Average Hourly Wage in the
Most Recent Job in Quarter 10
(in Dollars) 6.6 6.2 0.4+ 6.7 0.6%** 9.6
Job Benefits Available in the
Most Recent Job in Quarter 10
(Percentage)
Health insurance 44.5 42.1 24 42.8 3.2 8.1
Paid sick leave 39.3 339 5.4%* 39.2 7.3+ 229
Paid vacation 53.1 479 5.3+ 523 7.2%* 15.9
Retirement or pension i
benefits 36.9 30.7 6.2** 36.3 8.5++ 30.4
Sample Size 1,830 941 2,771 1,347
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NOTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the

selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

® Asterisks next to variable names indicate significance levels for statistical tests of differences in impacts across the three subgroups of

residential designees.

YEstimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group

members.

°Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impact per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate.

4The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean

outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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TABLED.10

IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT AND EARNINGS FOR FEMALE RESIDENTIAL DESIGNEES WITH CHILDREN

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage

Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from

Outcome Measure® - Group Group -Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation?

Percentage Employed, by

Quarter
1 : 25.5 343 o -8.8** 19.9 -13.5%# -40.3
2% 314 37.0 -5.6 247 -8.6 -25.8
3 36.8 41.6 4.8 342 1.4 . -17.8
4 42.0 47.4 55 412 -8.4 ' -16.9
5 435 489 -54 419 -8.3 -16.5
6 456 452 0.4 459 0.6 1.4
7 48.1 - 44.1 4.0 485 6.1 14.3
8 52.4 52.4 -0.1 52.7 -0.1 -0.2
9 57.4 55.9 1.5 57.7 23 4.1
10 ‘ o . 60.1 59.7 03 61.8 . 0.5 0.8

Average Number of Jobs 2.1 - 2.2 -0.1 21 -0.2 9.2

Average Percentage of Weeks

Employed, by Quarter
1 : : 13.8 .233 - -9 4% %+ 9.4 -14.4%*> -60.5
2% : - 2201 © 270 - 49 15.5 ' -1.5 -32.7
3 273 31.0 T =37 : 22.7 -5.7 -20.0
4* 33.2 329 03 32.7 0.5 1.4
5 : © 342 366 + - -25 . 325 : -3.8 -104
6 36.6 35.1 1.5 35.7 23 6.9
7 385 36.1 24 ' 382 3.6 10.5
8 423 42.7 04 42.8 -0.6 -14
9 : 48.1 459 22 48.6 33 73
10 48.6 48.8 -0.2 494 -0.4 -0.7

Average Hours per Week

Employed, by Quarter .
1 54 9.8 -4 4x** 3.8 -6.8%** -63.8
2%xx S 8.8 104 - -1.6 : 6.0 2.5 -29.4
3xx 11.1 12.0 -0.9 : 92 -13 -12.5
4% 13.5 12,5 0.9 12.9 1.4 12.4
5 145 142 03 135 0.5 - 3.9
6 16.0 14.1 1.8 - ' 15.5 2.8 22.1
7 16.8 149 ‘1.9 C 16.5 " 29 21.7
8 18.2 17.9 03 184 04 24
9 204 19.1 1.3 20.7 1.9 10.4
10 202 20.1 0.2 20.9 03 1.4

Average Earnings per Week, by

Quarter (in 1998 Dollars)
1 322 53.9 <21 7%** 254 =33.1%** -56.7
Qxne 54.0 59.3 -53 375 -8.1 -17.8
3> 68.2 65.0 33 54.7 5.0 10.1
Frre 83.1 67.7 15.4 78.7 235 42.6
5 94.8 82.9 11.9 91.0 18.3 25.1
6 104.5 89.0 15.5 102.9 23.7 29.9
7 115.1 92.9 223 114.9 341 42.2
8 122.5 110.4 12.1 125.0 18.5 17.4
9 137.5 119.5 18.0 140.8 27.5 243
10 138.2 129.6 8.6 143.3 13.2 10.1
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TABLE D.10 (continued)

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation
Average Total Earnings per
Week (in 1998 Dollars) : 93.8 86.8 7.0 89.4 10.8 13.7
Average Hourly Wage in the
Most Recent Job in Quarter 10
(in Dollars) 6.8 6.2 0.6** 6.8 0.9*+ 15.9
Job Benefits Available in the
Most Recent Job in Quarter 10
(Percentage)
Health insurance 46.9 55.7 -8.8 46.9 -13.5 -223
Paid sick leave 40.9 36.7 42 40.6 6.5 189
Paid vacation 57.3 57.1 0.2 57.4 02 0.4
Retirement or pension
benefits 35.7 37.2 -1.5 35.1 -2.3 -6.2
Sample Size 388 199 587 254
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NOTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the

selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

® Asterisks next to variable names indicate significance levels for statistical tests of differences in impacts across the three subgroups of

residential designees.

®Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group

members.

°Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impact per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of

program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error

in the Job Corps participation rate.

3

4The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean

outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT AND EARNINGS FOR MALE NONRESIDENTIAL DESIGNEES

TABLE D.11

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible " Job Corps Impact per Gain from

Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®

Percentage Employed, by

Quarter
1 38.7 453 -6.5 349 9.2 -20.9
2 40.6 48.0 -7.4* 359 -10.5* -22.6
3 46.8 52.1 -54 419 -1.6 -15.3
4 58.2 60.8 -2.6 56.0 -3.6 -6.1
5 56.7 57.4 -0.7 56.6 -1.0 -1.8
6 57.3 579 -0.6 57.5 -0.8 -1.4
7 60.7 61.7 -1.0 62.1 -14 -2.2
8 64.9 62.6 23 65.2 32 52
9 69.0 68.6 04 71.2 0.6 0.8
10* 69.0 72.0 -3.0 71.0 43 -5.7

Average Number of Jobs 2.3 2.5 -0.2 23 -0.3 -11.4

Average Percentage of Weeks

Employed, by Quarter i
1 26.1 340 -8.0*+ 222 -11.2%* -33.6
2 309 382 -7.3*# 27.8 -10.3** -27.0
3 37.6 447 -7.1* 339 -10.0* -22.7
4 43.8 474 -3.6 419 -5.1 -10.9
5* 47.0 48.7 . -1.6 47.2 23 4.6
6** 474 49.9 -2.5 46.8 -35 -7.0
7 50.7 53.4 -2.7 51.3 -3.8 -6.9
8 56.2 53.9 22 56.3 32 59
9 58.6 61.4 -2.8 59.0 -4.0 -6.4
10* 59.1 61.0 -1.9 59.6 2.7 -4.4

Average Hours per Week

Employed, by Quarter
1 10.0 14.3 4354 7.4 -6.1**+ -45.4
2 12.6 16.5 -3.9%* 10.1. -5.6** -35.5
3 15.8 19.3 -3.5* 13.5 -4.9* -26.5
4 18.2 20.8 -25 16.9 -3.6 -17.5
5++ 20.2 219 -1.8 200 -25 -11.2
6%** 21.0 22,6 -1.6 20.5 -2.3 -9.9
7 22.1 24.1 -2.1 22.0 -2.9 -11.7
8 25.1 243 08 25.0 1.1 4.6
9 26.5 28.1 -1.6 26.6 -2.3 -8.0
10 26.6 27.6 -1.1 27.0 -1.5 -5.4

Average Eamings per Week, by

Quarter (in 1998 Dollars)
1 63.9 90.4 -26.4** 47.6 -37.2%+ -43.9
2 85.6 106.6 -21.0* 71.5 -29.6* -29.3
3 106.5 126.2 -19.7 94.5 -21.7 -22.7
4 122.1 137.0 -149 117.4 -21.0 -15.2
5* 136.4 148.7 -124 133.9 -17.4 -11.5
6** 158.3 162.0 -37 1549 - -5.2 -3.3
7 168.1 178.9 -10.8 168.8 -15.2 -8.3
8 190.5 176.9 13.7 192.6 19.3 11.1
9 203.2 203.6 -04 207.7 -0.5 -0.2
10 203.2 206.9 -3.6 208.6 -5.1 -2.4
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TABLE D.11 (continued)

Estimated Impact

Program Group

Estimated Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Average Total Earnings per R
- Week (in 1998 Dollars) 1374 149.7 -123 134.3 -17.4 -115
Average Hourly Wage in the
Most Recent Job in Quarter 10
(in Dollars) 7.4 7.1 0.3 7.5 0.4 52
Job Benefits Available in the
Most Recent Job in Quarter 10
(Percentage)
Health insurance* 545 47.0 7.5 542 10.5 24.1
Paid sick leave 46.1 38.7 7.4 44.6 10.4 30.5
Paid vacation 583 51.1 7.2 577 10.2 214
Retirement or pension
benefits 51.9 40.9 11.1** 50.8 15.6** 44.2
Sample Size 395 219 614 277
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NOTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the

selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

® Asterisks next to variable names indicate significance levels for statistical tests of differences in impacts across the three subgroups of

nonresidential designees.

"Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group

members.

¢Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impact per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error

in the Job Corps participation rate.

The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean

outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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TABLE D.12

TMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT AND EARNINGS FOR FEMALE NONRESIDENTIAL DESIGNEES WITHOUT CHILDREN

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from

Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®

Percentage Employed, by

Quarter
1 43.4 48.1 -4.7 39.8 -1.5 -159
2 479 513 -3.4 429 -5.4 -11.2
3 51.2 56.5 5.3 473 -8.5 -15.3
4 56.8 57.8 -1.0 54.9 -1.7 -29
5 53.4 58.3 -4.9 53.8 -1.8 -12.7
6 52.7 60.2 -7.5* 553 -12.1# -17.9
7 56.7 60.2 -36 54.8 -5.7 9.5
8 60.6 57.6 3.0 59.0 4.8 8.9
9 60.3 579 25 60.5 39 7.0
10* 66.3 60.3 6.0 66.6 9.7 17.0

Average Number of Jobs 25 - 24 0.1 2.5 0.2 10.1

Average Percentage of Weeks

Employed, by Quarter
1 314 34.0 -2.6 274 -4.1 -13.0
2 394 385 09 34.1 1.5 4.6
3 41.1 458 -4.7 36.4 -1.6 -17.2
4 43.1 46.1 -3.0 394 -4.8 -11.0
5* 425 509 -8.4** 42.1 -13.5** =242
6** 43.0 520 -9.1** 432 -14.6** -25.2
7 472 512 -4.0 46.9 -6.4 -12.0
8 483 499 -1.6 46.0 -2.6 -5.3
9 51.1 49.7 1.4 49.3 22 4.7
10* 55.5 51.3 42 55.3 6.8 14.1

Average Hours per Week

Employed, by Quarter
1 11.7 13.0 -12 10.0 -2.0 -16.5
2 15.1 15.1 0.0 12.7 0.1 0.5
3 15.9 17.8 -1.9 13.7 - 3.1 -18.3
4 16.1 17.3 -1.2 14.5 2.0 -11.9
5** 16.5 19.5 -3.0* 16.8 -4.8* -22.1
6*** 17.5 212 -3.8%* 17.6 -6.0** -25.5
7 19.3 21.2 -1.8 19.8 2.9 -12.9
8 20.2 205 -0.4 200 -0.6 -2.9
9 21.6 20.5 1.0 216 1.7 83
10 223 222 02 23.1 0.2 1.1

Average Earnings Per Week, by

Quarter (in 1998 Dollars)
1 65.7 68.7 -3.1 57.3 -4.9 -1.9
2 85.0 84.9 02 73.9 0.3 03
3 9.9 101.5 -8.6 80.6 -13.9 -14.7
4 95.9 1034 -1.5 85.9 -12.0 -12.3
5* 105.1 124.1 -19.0 107.8 -30.6 -22.1
6** 114.4 139.4 -25.0* 115.5 -40.3* -25.8
7 126.4 143.1 -16.8 127.1 -27.0 -17.5
8 131.8 145.3 -134 126.4 -21.6 -14.6
9 143.4 148.3 -4.9 138.4 -7.8 -54
10 152.1 156.4 -4.3 1522 -6.9 -43
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TABLE D.12 (continued)

Estimated Impact ~ Program Group Estimated Percentage

Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation?
Average Total Eamnings per )
Week (in 1998 Dollars) 108.7 119.2 -10.5* 103.6 -16.9* -14.0
Average Hourly Wage in the
Most Recent Job in Quarter 10
(in Dollars) 6.6 6.8 -0.3 6.5 -0.5 -6.6
Job Benefits Available in the
Most Recent Job in Quarter 10
(Percentage)
Health insurance* 43.8 54.3 -10.5 . 48.7 -16.8 -25.7
Paid sick leave 37.2 39.5 -2.2 40.2 -3.6 -8.2
Paid vacation 53.8 61.2 -7.4 58.7 -11.9 -16.9
Retirement or pension
benefits 38.4 36.5 1.8 39.9 3.0 8.0
Sample Size 377 194 57 2
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NoOTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the
selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

" Asterisks next to variable names indicate significance levels for statistical tests of dlfferences in impacts across the three subgroups of
nonresidential designees.

bEstimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group
members.

¢Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impact per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of

program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error -
in the Job Corps participation rate.

The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean
outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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TABLE D.13

IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT AND EARNINGS FOR FEMALE NONRESIDENTIAL DESIGNEES WITH CHILDREN

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Percentage Employed, by
Quarter
1 23.6 29.7 -6.1** 18.9 -9.9** =343
2 29.6 340 -44 23.9 -7.1 -22.8
3 39.6 40.9 -1.3 33.6 o =21 -5.8
4 45.0 42.6 24 417 3.9 10.2
5 492 457 35 45.6 57 142
6 50.2 46.8 34 47.6 55 13.1
7 51.8 504 1.4 51.3 22 4.5
8 56.0 54.5 1.5 56.4 24 4.5
9 614 56.0 5.5¢% 63.1 8.8* 16.3
10* 66.1 58.8 7.3*+* 67.6- 11.8** 21.2
Average Number of Jobs 2.1 2.1 - 0.0 2:1 0.1 2.8
Average Percentage of Weeks
Employed, by Quarter
1 .16.3 21.0 -4.7%* : 12.5 -7.6** -37.9
2 22.6 254 -2.8 16.6 -4.5 -21.5
-3 28.5 312 . -2.7 . 22,6 . -4.3 -16.0
4 333 328 0.5 29.5 0.8 27
5* 374 339 . 35 34.0 5.6 19.6
6** 41.7 375 42 39.0 6.8 21.1
7 43.8 42.0 1.8 433 29 7.2
8 . . 459 46.8 -09 . 459 . -15 -3.1
9 ' 519 45.8 6.1** 529 9.8** 22.8
10* 55.1 46.6 8.5%*+ 56.9 13.7%** 31.8
Average Hours per Week
Employed, by Quarter
1 6.1 7.5 -14 45 -2.3 -33.4
2 8.2 9.5 - -12 57 -2.0 -25.5
3 10.6 12.0 -1.4 . 85 -2.3. -21.3
4 12.6 12.6 0.0 11.3 -0.1 -0.7
5%+ 15.0 13.1 1.9 13.8 .31 28.6
6*** 17.5 14.5 2.9*+ : 16.3 - 4.7** 40.9
7 17.9 16.8 12 . 17.8 .19 11.6
8 18.8 19.1 -0.3 18.7 -0.5 -2.7
9 21.2 17.9 3.3** 213 5.3** 33.1
10 21.9 18.4 354 22.6 5.6%** 327
Average Earnings per Week, by
Quarter (in 1998 Dollars)
1 37.6 44.8 =72 27.4 -11.5 -29.6
2 50.4 59.8 -94 33.6 -15.2 -31.1
3 64.0 81.5 -17.5%+ 50.1 -28.1** -359
4 78.0 80.3 -23 69.0 -3.7 -5.1
5* 102.3 88.3 13.9 96.6 224 302
6** 125.6 102.6 22.9** 120.7 36.9** 44.0
7 128.5 114.0 14.5 131.0 234 21.7
8 134.9 130.5 43 137.6 7.0 53
9 151.0 124.9 26.1** 155.8 42.0** 36.9
10 156.4 128.4 28.0** 165.2 45.1** 37.5
Vi % BEST COPY AVAILABLE
361



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE D.13 (continued)

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage

Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure® Group . Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Average Total Eamings per
Week (in 1998 Dollars) 99.7 93.0 6.7 96.8 10.8 12.6
Average Hourly Wage in the
Most Recent Job in Quarter 10
(in Dollars) 7.0 6.7 03 7.1 0.5 7.3
Job Benefits Available in the
Most Recent Job in Quarter 10
(Percentage) ’
Health insurance* 52.1 523 -0.2 50.1 -04 -0.7
Paid sick leave 419 42.0 00 4.0 -0.1 -0.2
Paid vacation 56.4 59.2 -2.8 57.8 -4.5 -7.2
Retirement or pension ’
benefits 38.5 39.2 -0.7 35.2 -1.1 -3.0
Sample Size : 666 317 983 412
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews,
NoTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the
selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

® Asterisks next to variable names indicate significance levels for statistical tests of differences in impacts across the three subgroups of
nonresidential designees.

"Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group
members. :

“Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impact per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate.

4The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean
outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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IMPACTS ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE OUTCOMES
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TABLEE.1

IMPACTS ON OTHER SOURCES OF INCOME

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage

Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Percentage Received
Unemployment Insurance (UI)
Benefits During the 30 Months
After Random Assignment 2.6 37 DN R 22 -1.6%** -41.9
Average Number of Weeks Ever
Received Ul Benefits 0.3 0.5 -0.2%** 0.3 <(0.3%** -49.4
Average Amount of Ul Benefits
Ever Received (in Dollars) 373 61.0 -23.7%** 313 -32.5% %+ -50.9
Percentage Received Child’
Support
All months before 30-month
interview 43 4.0 0.3 3.6 0.3 10.6
Before 12-month interview 1.7 1.7 0.0 1.5 0.0 -3.1
Between 12- and 30-month
interviews 34 32 0.2 29 0.3 11.5
Average Amount of Child
Support Ever Received (in
Dollars) 55.7 58.4 -2.7 514 -3.7 -6.8
Percentage Ever Received
Income from Friends
All months before 30-month
interview 18.3 18.8 05 18.3 -0.7 -3.5
Before 12-month interview 11.3 10.8 0.5 11.6 0.7 6.3
Between 12- and 30-month
interviews 9.3 9.8 -0.5 9.2 -0.7 -1.5
Average Amount of Income Ever
Received from Friends (in
Dollars) 186.8 165.5 214 185.7 29.3 18.8
Percentage Received Other
Income .
All months before 30-month
interview : 10.9 11.2 -0.3 10.9 -0.5 -4.0
Before 12-month interview 6.3 6.8 -0.5 6.6 -0.7 -9.8
Between 12- and 30-month
interviews 52 5.6 -0.4 5.0 -0.5 -9.0
Average Amount of Other
Income Ever Received (in
Dollars) 161.5 155.9 5.6 148.4 7.7 5.5
Sample Size 7,311 4,476 11,787 5,246
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NOTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the
selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.
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TABLE E.1 (continued)

*Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group
members.

YEstimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of

program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate.

*The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean
outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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TABLEE.2

IMPACTS ON THE RECEIPT OF KEY TYPES OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE FOR MALES

Estimated Impact ~ Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from

Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®

Percentage Received Any

Benefit (AFDC/TANF, Food

Stamps, SSI/SSA, or GA), by

Quarter After Random

Assignment '
1 23.1 24.9 -1.8* 21.7 -2.4* -9.8
2 13.1 16.3 -3.2%%+ 11.6 -4.244% -26.7
3 133 16.3 -3.0%** 12.1 -4.0%*+ -24.7
4 14.3 17.1 -2.8%#¢ 133 =374 -21.8
5 17.3 20.5 -3.2%%# 16.3 -4.2%%* -20.5
6 10.3 13.0 -2.8%*+ 9.5 EX WA -27.9
7 9.3 12.3 -3.0%*+ 8.6 -4.0%** -31.6
8 92 11.9 9 b 82 -3.6%*+ -30.4
9 9.2 12.1 <2.9%+4 82 3944+ -32.0
10 9.8 129 R Rl 9.2 -4, ]%++ -30.8

Percentage Received Any

Benefits, by Period

"~ All months 33.8 375 S3.7% 325 -4.9%%* -13.0
Months 1to 12 26.1 29.2 -3.0%** 24.8 -4.0%** -14.0
Months 13 to 24 20.8 245 -3.8%%4 19.5 -5.0%%* -20.4
Months 25 to 30 10.6 14.0 -3.3%% 9.8 4,434 -31.1

Average Number of Months

Received Any Benefits, by

Period
All months 34 4.3 -0.9%** 3.1 -1.244+ -26.9
Months 1 to 12 1.7 2.0 -0.4*%+ 1.5 -0.5%*+ -23.5
Months 13 to 24 1.2 1.5 -0.3** 1.1 0.4+ -28.1
Months 25 to 30 0.5 0.7 -0.2%** 0.5 -0.2%** -30.9

Average Amount of Any

Benefits Received, by Period

(in Dollars)
All months 1,187.2 1,490.7 -303.5%*+ 1,038.1 -403.1*** -28.0
Months 1 to 12 564.7 696.7 -132.0**+ 494.5 -175.4%%+ -26.2
Months 13 to 24 420.2 533.0 -112.8%*+ 367.6 -149.8%*+ -29.0
Months 25 to 30 198.9 257.3 -58.4%%+ 175.4 -77.6*** -30.7

Percentage Received

AFDC/TANF Benefits
All months 18.1 19.0 -0.8 17.4 -1.1 -5.9
Months 1to 12 15.3 15.5 -0.2 14.5 -0.3 -1.7
Months 13 to 24 8.0 93 -1.3* 7.5 -1.7* -18.6
Months 25 to 30 33 4.4 -1.1*# 32 -1.4** -31.0

Average Number of Months

Ever Received AFDC/TANF

Benefits 1.3 1.5 -0.2* 1.2 -0.3* -18.7

Average Amount of

AFDC/TANF Benefits Ever

Received (in Dollars) 377.3 454.1 -76.8** 3394 -102.0** -23.1

Percentage Received Food

Stamp Benefits
All months 19.4 23.8 -4.4%%% 18.1 -5.9%4¢ -24.6
Months 1to 12 134 16.4 -3.0*** 12.0 -4.0%** -25.2
Months 13 to 24 13.0 15.1 -2.1%* 11.9 -2.8** -18.8
Months 25 to 30* 6.4 88 <2.4%44 6.0 -3.2%4% -34.9
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TABLE E.2 (continued)

. Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program . Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation?
Average Number of Months
Ever Received Food Stamp ’ . :
Benefits 1.9 2.3 -0.4%** 1.7  -0.6%** =250
Average Amount of Food Stamp
Benefits Ever Received (in . ‘
Dollars) 360.6 4259 -65.3** 313.4 -86.8** -21.7
Covered by Public Health
Insurance at the 30-Month :
Interview 229 24.7 -1.8* 223 -2.3* -9.5
Percentage Ever Received
General Assistance Benefits** 22 34 B b 2.0 -1.5%** -43.1
Average Amount of General
Assistance Benefits Ever
Received (in Dollars) 443 62.4 -18.1 37.9 -24.1 -38.9
Percentage Ever Received .
SSV/SSA Benefits 7.0 8.2 -1.1* 6.6 -1.5* -18.9
Average Amount of SSV/SSA
Benefits Ever Received (in
Dollars) 455.3 598.0 -142.7*** 407.3 -189.5*** -31.8
Percentage Lived in a Public
Housing Project at the 30- »
Month Interview 11.9 12.7 -0.8 12.0 -1.1 -8.3
Percentage Ever Received Child
Support 0.4 0.6 -0.2 0.3 -0.3 -43.7
Sample Size 4,028 2,811 6,839 2,989
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NOTE: All estimates were calculated ﬁsing sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the
selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

® Asterisks next to variable names indicate significance levels for statistical tests of differences in impacts across the three gender subgroups.

PEstimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group
members.

°Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the differences between the weighted means for program and control group
members divided by the proportion of program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated
to account for the estimation error in the Job Corps participation rate.

4The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean
outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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TABLEE.3

IMPACTS ON THE RECEIPT OF KEY TYPES OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE FOR FEMALES WITHOUT CHILDREN

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Progra Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
m Group - Applicant®- - Participants Participant®  Participation®

Outcome Measure® Group :

Percentage Received Any

Benefit (AFDC/TANF, Food

Stamps, SSI/SSA, or GA), by

Quarter After Random

Assignment
1 314 327 -1.3 304 -1.8 -5.5
2 18.9 223 -3.4%+ 17.4 -4.7** -21.3
3 19.5 244 -4.9%** 18.2 -6.8%** =272
4 216 26.8 70 b 20.5 SR b -25.8
5 29.1 32.1 -3.0* 27.1 -4.2* -13.3
6 22.7 24.8 22 21.0 -3.0 -12.5
7 21.1 25.2 -4.0%** 19.5 -5.6%%* -223
8 22.4 24.8 -24 213 -33 -13.6
9 243 26.4 2.1 23.1 -2.9 -11.0
10 26.6 273 -0.6 25.1 -0.9 -34

Percentage Received Benefits,

by Period After Random

Assignment
All months 53.3 55.7 -2.3 52.1 -32 -5.9
Months 1 to 12 37.5 40.0 -2.5 36.2 -3.5 -8.8
Months 13 to 24 36.4 40.2 -3.8%* 34.6 -5.3** -13.3
Months 25 to 30 28.5 29.2 -0.7 272 -1.0 -3.5

Average Number of Months

Received Benefits, by Period
All months 6.5 7.3 -0.9** 6.1 -1.2*%* -16.3
Months 1 to 12 24 29 -0.5%** 23 -0.7%** -22.7
Months 13 to 24 26 29 -0.3** 2.4 -0.5%* -16.1
Months 25 to 30 1.4 1.5 -0.1 1.3 -0.1 -8.5

Average Amount of Benefits

Received, by Period (in Dollars) ]
All months 2,1423 2,555.2 -413.0%** 2,035.8 -573.5%*+ -22.0
Months 1 to 12 740.5 945.0 -204.6*** 701.4 -284.1%*+ -28.8
Months 13 to 24 882.1 1037.1 -155.0** 833.2 -215.3*+ -20.5
Months 25 to 30 506.5 561.6 -55.1 487.6 -76.5 -13.6

Percentage Received

AFDC/TANF Benefits :
All months 343 35.1 -0.8 342 -1.1 -3.2
Months 1 to 12 226 239 -1.3 225 -1.8 -7.4
Months 13 to 24 19.3 220 -2.8* 18.9 -3.8* -16.8
Months 25 to 30 16.3 17.3 -0.9 "16.6 -1.3 -1.3

Average Number of Months Ever

Received AFDC/TANF Benefits 3.2 3.7 -0.5* 3.2 -0.7* -17.1

Average Amount of

AFDC/TANF Benefits Ever

Received (in Dollars) 884.7 1,063.0 -178.3** - 871.5 -247.7%+ -22.1

Percentage Received Food

Stamp Benefits :
All months 37.6 39.5 -1.9 36.0 -2.6 -6.8
Months 1to 12 20.9 24.0 B 19.2 -4.3%* -18.4
Months 13 to 24 27.0 283 -13 255 -1.7 -6.4
Months 25 to 30* 21.2 21.0 0.2 19.9 03 1.4
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TABLE E.3 (continued)

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Progra Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
m Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Outcome Measure® Group :
Average Number of Months Ever
Received Food Stamp Benefits 42 4.7 -0.5* 39 -0.7* -15.3
Average Amount of Food Stamp
Benefits Ever Received (in .
Dollars) 742.5 795.8 -53.3 682.0 -74.0 -9.8
Covered by Public Health
Insurance at the 30-Month
Interview 40.6 40.1 0.5 402 0.7 1.7
Percentage Ever Received
General Assistance Benefits** 35 3.1 0.3 31 0.5 18.3
Average Amount of General
Assistance Benefits Ever .
Received (in Dollars) 66.2 67.7 -1.5 71.1 -2.1 -2.8
Percentage Ever Received
SSI/SSA Benefits 7.9 10.9 -3.0%** 74 -4.2%% -35.9
Average Amount of SSI/SSA
Benefits Ever Received (in
Dollars) 498.3 714.8 -216.5*** 460.5 -300.7%** -39.5
Percentage Lived in a Public
Housing Project at the 30-Month
Interview 15.8 16.5 -0.6 16.3 -0.9 =52
Percentage Ever Received Child .
Support 3.7 3.1 0.6 3.5 0.8 31.4
Sample Size 2,207 1,135 3,342 1,579
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NoOTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the

selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

® Asterisks next to variable names indicate significance levels for statistical tests of differences in impacts across the three gender subgroups.

Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group

members.

°Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the differences between the weighted means for program and control group
members divided by the proportion of program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated

to account for the estimation error in the Job Corps participation rate.

4The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean

outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
**+*Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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TABLE E4

IMPACTS ON THE RECEIPT OF KEY TYPES OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE FOR FEMALES WITH CHILDREN

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
QOutcome Measure* Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation?
Percentage Received Any
Benefit (AFDC/TANF, Food
Stamps, SSI/SSA, or GA), by
Quarter After Random
Assignment
1 75.6 76.1 -0.5 76.8 -0.8 -1.1
2 70.5 72.0 -1.5 71.9 24 -3.2
3 71.1 71.9 -0.8 72.5 -1.3 -1.7
4 73.5 74.1 -0.6 74.3 -0.9 -12
5 77.5 75.3 22 79.5 34 45
6 63.8 66.9 -3.1 63.3 -4.8 -7.1
7 61.7 64.9 -3.2 60.5 -5.0 -7.7
8 59.7 64.4 -4.7* 58.3 -7.3 -11.2*
9 59.0 64.1 -5.1* 57.9 -8.0 -12.1*
10 59.6 65.2 -5.7%+ 58.4 -8.9 -13.3%+
Percentage Received Benefits,
by Period After Random
Assignment
All months 89.2 90.4 -1.3 89.6 : -2.0 2.2
Months 1to 12 81.3 82.8 -1.5 81.6 -2.3 -2.7
Months 13 to 24 82.0 82.5 -0.6 83.2 -0.9 -1.1
Months 25 to 30 62.2 67.6 =53+ 61.4 -8.4 -12.0%+
Average Number of Months
Received Benefits, by Period
All months 19.2 19.9 -0.7 19.2 -1.1 -5.5
Months 1 to 12 8.4 8.5 -0.1 8.6 -0.2 -2.3
Months 13 to 24 7.4 7.7 -0.2 7.4 -0.4 -4.9
Months 25 to 30 35 38 -0.3** 34 -0.5 -12.3%+
Average Amount of Benefits
Received, by Period (in Dollars)
All months 9,195.1 9,422.5 -227.3 9,237.2 -357.3 -3.7
Months 1to 12 4,097.0 4,043.9 53.1 4,258.7 834 2.0
Months 13 to 24 3,520.1 3,623.9 -103.9 3,472.7 -163.2 -4.5
Months 25 to 30 1,635.8 1,751.2 -115.4 1,581.2 -181.3 -10.3
Percentage Received
AFDC/TANF Benefits . :
All months 78.6 79.6 -0.9 79.9 -15 -1.8
Months 1to 12 70.0 71.0 -1.1 71.6 -1.7 -2.3
Months 13 to 24 66.5 67.6 -1.1 68.4 -1.7 -24
Months 25 to 30 46.5 48.5 -2.0 457 -3.2 -6.4
Average Number of Months
Ever Received AFDC/TANF
Benefits 147 14.9 -0.1 15.0 -0.2 -12
Average Amount of
AFDC/TANF Benefits Ever
Received (in Dollars) 4,631.9 4,522.3 109.5 4,736.5 172.1 3.8
Percentage Received Food
Stamp Benefits
All months 82.1 84.3 =22 81.6 -34 -4.0
Months 1to 12 71.6 73.8 -2.2 70.7 -3.5 -4.7
Months 13 to 24 75.0 75.7 -0.7 74.9 -1.2 -1.5
Months 25 to 30* 53.4 59.4 -6.1%* 514 -9.5 -15.6%*
E9
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TABLE E.4 (continued)

) . Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program Control per Eligible JobCorps ' Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation?
Average Number of Months
Ever Received Food Stamp
Benefits 16.6 17.4 .08 16.3 -1.3 <13
Average Amount of Food Stamp
Benefits Ever Received (in :
Dollars) 3,680.5 3,849.4 -168.9 3,573.2 -265.4 -6.9
Covered by Public Health
Insurance at the 30-Month
Interview 70.6 71.4 -0.8 70.2 -1.3 -1.8
Percentage Ever Received
General Assistance Benefits** 27 .20 0.7 2.9 1.2 67.1
Average Amount of General
Assistance Benefits Ever
Received (in Dollars) 848 67.0 17.8 107.6 28.0 353
Percentage Ever Received
SSI/SSA Benefits 9.4 10.1 -0.7 10.2 -1.0 -93
Average Amount of SSI/SSA
Benefits Ever Received (in
Dollars) 803.7 941.9 -138.2 869.2 -217.1 -20.0
Percentage Lived in a Public
Housing Project at the 30- .
Month Interview 28.0 30.7 2.7 27.0 -4.3 -13.7
Percentage Ever Received Child
Support 17.3 16.9 0.4 17.0 0.6 3.6
Sample Size 1,054 516 1,570 666
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NOTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonrésponse

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal wexghtmg of the data and clustering caused by the

selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

® Asterisks next to variable names indicate significance levels for statistical tests of differences in impacts across the three gender subgroups.

YEstimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group

members.

°Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the differences between the weighted means for program and control group
members divided by the proportion of program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated

to account for the estimation error in the Job Corps participation rate.

4The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean

outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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IMPACTS ON FINER CATEGORIES OF ARREST CHARGES

TABLEF.1

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Category Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Murder or Assault (Percentage
with Charge) )
Murder 04 04 0.0 03 -0.1 -154
Aggravated assault 2.8 29 -0.1 29 0.1 -2.6
Robbery 1.5 1.7 -0.2 1.4 -0.2 -15.0
Burglary 21 24 -0.3 1.8 -0.4 -19.2
Larceny, Theft, and Other
Property Crimes (Percentage
with Charge)
Forgery or counterfeiting 0.4 08 -0.4 0.4 -0.6 -63.4
Larceny/theft 2.1 23 -0.2 2.0 -0.2 -11.0
Motor vehicle
theft/carjacking 1.2 1.5 -0.3 0.9 -0.5. -33.6
Shoplifting 0.9 0.9 0.0 0.9 0.0 -1.8
Buying/receiving/possessing
stolen property 1.0 1.2 -0.1 1.0 -0.2 -17.7
Vandalism 0.6 0.6 0.0 0.5 0.0 4.1
Drug-Law Violations
(Percentage with Charge)
Use or possession of drugs
or drug equipment 4.0 5.0 -1.0 3.9 -1.4 -26.4
Sale or manufacture of drugs 1.6 1.7 -0.1 1.4 -0.1 -5.0
Other Personal Crimes
(Percentage with Charge)
Simple assault 3.1 34 -0.3 3.1 -0.4 -12.1
Family offenses 0.6 0.7 -0.1 0.6 -0.2 -25.7
Fighting 0.4 0.5 -0.2 0.3 0.2 -40.7
Miscellaneous Crimes
(Percentage with Charge)
Disorderly conduct 2.2 3.1 -0.9 22 -1.3 -36.7
Liquor-related crimes 25 35 -0.9 25 -1.3 =333
Loitering or vagrancy or
curfew violations 0.6 1.0 -0.3 0.6 -0.5 -43.0
Parole or probation
violations 20 27 -0.7 1.4 -0.9 -40.3
Weapons offenses 1.9 1.9 0.0 18 0.0 1.3
Trespassing 1.3 1.6 -0.3 12 -04 -25.0
Having an outstanding
warrant 0.6 0.8 -0.1 0.6 -0.2 -25.2
Obstruction of justice 1.9 22 -04 1.7 -0.5 -22.4
Other motor vehicle
violations 2.6 34 -0.9 24 -1.2 -335
Smoking cigarettes under
age 0.7 0.9 -0.2 0.6 -0.3 -33.4
Sample Size 7,311 4,476 11,787 5,246
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
F.3
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TABLE F.1 (continued)

NOTES: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.
Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the
selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

Impact estimates are presented only for crimes committed by at least 15 program group members and 15 control group
members.

*Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group
members.

bEstimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate.

*The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean
outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

**Significantly-different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*#+Gipnificantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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TABLE F.2

IMPACTS ON KEY CRIME OUTCOMES
FOR 16- AND 17-YEAR-OLDS

BEST COPY AVAILABLE 381

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from

‘Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®

Percentage Arrested or Charged

with a Delinquency or Criminal

Complaint, by Quarter After

Random Assignment
1 34 5.0 -1.6%** 2.4 -2.0%** -45.0
2 3.8 52 -1.5%* 3.6 -1.9%* -34.2
3 55 6.3 -0.9 4.9 -1.1 -18.5
4 6.3 6.5 -0.1 5.5 -0.2 =29
5 4.8 55 -0.7 42 -0.9 -17.2
6 3.5 4.2 -0.7 3.4 -0.9 -20.9
7 4.2 4.3 -0.2 4.4 -0.2 -4.9
8 4.8 54 -0.6 4.6 -0.7 -13.6
9 5.4 5.7 -0.3 5.3 0.4 -1.7
10° . 6.7 6.8 -0.1 6.3 -0.1 -1.8

Percentage Arrested or Charged

with a Delinquency or Criminal

Complaint, by Period
All months 314 35.1 -3.8%** 29.3 -4.8%%* -14.1
Months 1to 12 16.0 18.6 -2.6** 13.8 -3.3*x -19.4
Months 13 to 24 14.8 16.1 -1.2 14.2 -1.6 -10.0
Months 25 to 30 11.1 113 -0.2 10.6 -0.3 -2.4

Average Number of Times Ever

Arrested 0.5 0.6 -0.1** 0.5 -0.1** -15.9

All Charges for Which Arrested

(Percentages)
Murder or assault 4.7 44 0.3 4.7 0.4 8.1
Robbery 2.1 2.6 -0.5 1.9 -0.7 -25.7
Burglary 32 35 -03 2.7 03 -11.2
Larceny, vehicle theft, or .

other property crimes* 8.6 9.6 -1.0 " 7.6 -1.3 -14.2

Drug law violations 7.2 8.5 -1.3* 6.9 -1.7* -19.4
Other personal crimes 53 5.8 -0.5 5.5 -0.7 -10.8
Other miscellaneous crimes 16.2 19.4 -3 2%%* 14.4 -4.0% %+ -21.9

Percentage Convicted, Pled

Guilty, or Adjudged Delinquent

During the 30 Months After

Random Assignment 22.6 26.0 234 21.2 -4.4%%* -17.1

Percentage Made a Deal or

Plea-Bargained 11.1 13.1 -2.0** 9.8 -2.5%* -20.6

All Charges for Which

Convicted (Percentages) .
Murder or Assault 2.1 23 -0.3 1.8 -0.3 -16.0
Robbery 1.4 22 -0.8** 1.0 -1.0** -48.5
Burglary 2.0 25 -0.5 1.8 -0.6 -25.5
Larceny, vehicle theft, or

other property crimes 6.2 59 0.3 5.6 0.3 6.1
Drug law violations 52 5.7 -0.5 4.6 -0.7 -12.7
Other personal crimes 3.0 33 -0.3 3.2 -0.4 -10.4
Other miscellaneous crimes 10.7 12.7 -2.0%* 9.8 -2.6** -20.8
F.5
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TABLE F.2 (continued)

NOTE:

selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

members.

outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
**+Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.

F.6
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Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants  Participant®  Participation®
Percentage Ever Served in Jail - )
for Convictions : 14.5 18.1 -3.6%** 13.0 -4.6%** -26.0
Average Weeks in Jail for 2
Convictions* 33 44 -1.1** 26 -14x* =343
Percentage Ever Put on )
Probation or Parole 13.8 15.3 -1.5 12.8 -1.9 -12.7,
Sample Size 2,958 1,905 4,863 2,286
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who conipleted 30-month interviews.

All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.
Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the
® Asterisks next to variable names indicate significance levels for statistical tests of differences in impacts across the lhree age groups.
YEstimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group
°Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estnmatnon error

in the Job Corps participation rate.

4The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean



TABLE F.3

IMPACTS ON KEY CRIME OUTCOMES
FOR 18- AND 19-YEAR-OLDS

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage

Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from

Outcome Measure® Group Group | Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®

Percentage Arrested or Charged

with a Delinquency or Criminal

Complaint, by Quarter After

Random Assignment
1 2.1 35 -1.4%++ 13 . -2.0%** -61.0
2 29 30 -0.1 27 -0.2 -1.3
3 33 438 -1.6%* 33 -2.2%¢ -40.3
4 3.7 4.9 -1.2* 3.1 -1.6* -34.4
5 43 39 0.4 38 0.5 15.3
6 2.1 28 -0.7 1.7 -0.9 -35.2
7 22 3.1 : -0.9 2.1 -1.2 -37.2
8 26 29. -0.3 2.6 -0.4 -14.4
9 28 33 -0.5 26 -0.7 =223
10 37 54 -1.7** 3.5 -2.4%+ -40.1

Percentage Arrested or Charged

with a Delinquency or Criminal

Complaint, by Period
All months 20.1 25.6 5.5+ 18.8 -7.9%%* -29.5
Months 1 to 12 10.0 13.5 -3.5%%+ 8.9 -5.0%** . -36.1
Months 13 to 24 9.8 10.7 -0.9 9.2 -1.2 , -11.9
Months 25 to 30 6.1 7.9 -1.8%* 57 -2.6** -30.8

Average Number of Times Ever .

Arrested 0.3 04 -0.1%%* 0.3 . -0.1%%* -29.1

All Charges for Which Arrested

(Percentages) , .
Murder or assault 2.6 2.6 - 0.0 2.7 0.0 0.5
Robbery 1.4 1.5 -0.1 12 -0.1 -10.7
Burglary 1.8 2.1 0.3 1.4 -0.5 -24.1
Larceny, vehicle theft, or

other property crimes* 44 6.1 -1.7%* 3.6 -2.4** -39.9

Drug law violations 42 4.5 -0.3 3.7 -0.4 -9.9
Other personal crimes 2.8 3.5 -0.8 2.7 -1.1 -28.7
Other miscellaneous crimes 114 15.2 <3.8%%* 10.8 <5.4%%* =335

Percentage Convicted, Pled

Guilty, or Adjudged Delinquent

During the 30 Months After

Random Assignment 14.9 18.9 -4.0%** 13.9 -5.8%** =294

Percentage Made a Deal or

Plea-Bargained 7.1 9.0 -1.8%* 6.3 -2.6%* <293

All Charges for Which

Convicted (Percentages)
Murder or assault 1.2 1.3 -0.1 1.2 -0.1 -8.8
Robbery* 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.7 -0.1 -6.7
Burglary 1.2 1.4 -0.2 1.0 -0.3 -25.5
Larceny, vehicle theft, or

other property crimes 3.1 4.4 -1.3%* 2.5 -1.9%* -42.4
Drug law violations 32 33 0.0 29 0.0 -0.9
Other personal crimes 20 2.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 -1.9
Other miscellaneous crimes 7.6 9.8 <2.2%+ 7.2 -3.1%¢ -30.0
Q F.7
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TABLE F.3 (continued)

- Estimated Impact ~ Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation?
Percentage Ever Served in Jail
.for Convictions 10.5 12.7 -2.2%¢ 9.1 -3.1% -25.5
Average Weeks in Jail for
Convictions* 22 29 -0.6 1.9 -0.9 -32.1
Percentage Ever Put on
Probation or Parole 1.7 10.0 -2.4** 6.5 -3.4%* -34.4
Sample Size 1,420 3,724

2,304

1,598

SOURCE:

NOTE:

Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.

All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the
selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline. ’

® Asterisks next to variable names indicate significance levels for statistical tests of differences in impacts across the three age groups.

YEstimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group

members.

Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of

program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate.

4The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean

outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
**+*Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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TABLEF 4

IMPACTS ON KEY CRIME OUTCOMES
FOR 20- TO 24-YEAR-OLDS

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated

Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure® Group Group " Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Percentage Arrested or Charged
with a Delinquency or Criminal
Complaint, by Quarter After
Random Assignment
1 1.9 24, . 0.6 1.1 -0.9 -43.0
2 1.9 2.7 -0.8 1.2 -1.2 -50.4
3 21 23 . <03 1.7 04 -18.3
4 22 32 -1 2.0 -1.6* -45.2
5 28 24 04 24 0.7 37.5
6 2.1 1.9 0.1 1.9 0.2 10.1
7 2.1 2.1 0.0 1.8 0.0 22
8 1.8 25 -0.7 . 1.9 -1.1 -37.1
9 1.8 29 -1.1*#* . 1.9 -1.6** -45.0
10 25 35 -1.0* 2.1 S X4 -41.1
Percentage Arrested or Charged
with a Delinquency or Criminal
Complaint, by Period
All months 15.0 18.8 -3.8%1* 13.2 5.6%4 -30.0
Months 1to 12 6.8 9.3 “2.5%%* 5.1 3.7 -42.0.
Months 13 to 24 7.8 7.8 0.0 7.1 0.0 -0.1
Months 25 to 30 4.1 6.2 <2.1%% 38 -3.2%%s -45.8
Average Number of Times Ever . :
Arrested 0.2 0.3 -0.1%** ' 02 o =013 -34.2
All Charges for Which Arrested
(Percentages) : :
Murder or assault 1.7 25 -0.8 ’ 13 -1.1 -474
Robbery 0.8 0.5 0.3 0.7 04 172.0
Burglary . 08 1.1 -03 0.6 -0.5 -46.3
Larceny, vehicle theft, or : '
other property crimes*. 3.6 3.1 0.5 3.6 0.7 240
Drug law violations 23 - 30 -0.8 ’ 20 -1.1 -36.0
Other personal crimes 3.1 38 _ -0.7 24 -1.1 -31.2
Other miscellaneous crimes 75 103 -2.8%% 6.1 -4.2%%* -40.8
Percentage Convicted, Pled
* - Guilty, or Adjudged Delinquent
During the 30 Months After
Random Assignment 11.0 13.7 -2.7* 9.6 -4.0** -29.5
Percentage Made a Deal or
Plea-Bargained 5.8 6.8 -09 53 -1.4 -21.0
All Charges for Which
Convicted (Percentages)
Murder or assault 1.0 0.8 - 02 0.8 0.3 66.2
Robbery* 0.6 04 0.3 0.3 0.4 -496.6
Burglary 0.7 1.1 -04 0.7 : -0.6 -46.8
Larceny, vehicle theft, or ' '
other property crimes 2.7 2.6 0.1 2.7 0.1 44
Drug law violations 1.8 2.1 -0.3 1.5 -0.4 -22.2
Other personal crimes 1.5 24 - -0.9* 12 © -1.4% -52.7
Other miscellaneous crimes 5.0 7.0 -1.9** 4.0 =2.9%* -41.9
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TABLE F.4 (continued)

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the

selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

Estimated Impact  Program Group  "Estimated Percentage
: Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation?
Percentage Ever Served in Jail
for Convictions _ 72 9.4 2.1 6.7 3.1 -32.0
Average Weeks in Jail for
Convictions* . 1.7 1.5 0.2 13 0.3 359
Percentage Ever Put on
Probation or Parole 6.5 7.5 -1.0 5.6 -1.4 -20.1
Sample Size ‘ 2,049 1,151 3,200 1,362
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NoTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

® Asterisks next to variable names indicate significance levels for statistical tests of differences in impacts across the three age groups.

YEstimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group

members.

°Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error

in the Job Corps participation rate.

4The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean

outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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TABLEF.5

IMPACTS ON KEY CRIME OUTCOMES

. FORMALES
Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from

Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation?

Percentage Arrested or Charged

with a Delinquency or Criminal

Complaint, by Quarter After

Random Assignment :

1 3.6 5.1 -1.4%% 2.6 -1.9%** -42.4
2** 4.0 5.5 -1.5%%# 3.6 -2.0%** -35.8
3* 5.2 6.6 -1.5** 4.6 <1.9%+ -29.6
4 6.4 . 7.5 . -1.1* . 5.7 -1.5* -20.4
5 5.8 5.6 0.2 5.0 0.2 5.1
6 38 4.0 -02 3.6 -0.3 -1.7
7 43 4.6 -0.2 43 -0.3 -6.6
8* 4.6 5.5 -0.9* Co 4.6 -1.3* -21.5
9 53 5.5 -0.2 5.2 -0.3 5.4
10* 6.5 79 -1.4%* 6.2 -1.8** =225

Percentage Arrested or Charged

with a Delinquency or Criminal

Complaint, by Period .
All months** 319 37.5 -5.6%** 29.7 -7.5%** -20.0
Months 1 to 12*** 16.1 20.2 -42%** 13.9 -5.5%%% -28.5
Months 13 to 24 15.9 16.6 -0.7 15.0 -0.9 -5.6
Months 25 to 30 10.8 12.2 -1.3* 10.4 -1.8* -14.7

Average Number of Times Ever :

Arrested 0.6 0.6 -0.1%** 0.5 -0.1%** -19.0

All Charges for Which Arrested .

(Percentages) :
Murder or assault 4.6 43 03 44 04 9.6
Robbery 24 27 -0.3 22 -0.4 -13.8
Burglary* 33 39 -0.6 29 -0.8 =223
Larceny, vehicle theft, or ) .

other property crimes 8.1 84 -0.4 ' 7.2 -0.5 -6.2 -
Drug law violations 7.6 8.8 -1.2* 73 -1.6* -18.3
Other personal crimes 49 5.8 -0.8 5.0 -1.1 -18.4
Other miscellancous

crimes*** 17.3 220 -4 T*** 15.5 -6.2%** -28.6

Percentage Convicted, Pled

Guilty, or Adjudged Delinquent

During the 30 Months After

Random Assignment* 24.1 28.4 -4.3%** 22.6 -5.7%%% -20.2

Percentage Made a Deal or

Plea-Bargained*** 12.3 14.9 -2.6%** 10.9 -3.5%%* -24.4

All Charges for Which

Convicted (Percentages)

Murder or assault** 22 2.0 0.3 2.0 04 229
Robbery 1.7 2.0 -0.3 13 -0.4 -23.0
Burglary** 22 29 -0.7* 2.1 -1.0* -31.8
Larceny, vehicle theft, or

other property crimes 5.8 5.7 0.0 52 0.0 0.8
Drug law violations 5.5 6.1 -0.5 5.0 -0.7 -12.0
Other personal crimes 3.1 34 -0.3 32 -0.4 -11.5
Other miscellaneous crimes* 11.9 14.6 ~2.8%** 10.8 =37 =254
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TABLE F.5 (continued)

' Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Percentage Ever Served in Jail
for Convictions** 16.6 20.2 -3.6%** 15.1 ~4.8*++ -24.2
Average Weeks in Jail for
Convictions*** 4.0 5.0 -1.0** 33 -1.4** -29.5
Percentage Ever Put on
Probation or Parole 14.1 16.0 -1.9*+ 12.9 -2.5%+ -16.3
Sample Size E 4,028 2,811 6,839 2,989
SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NoOTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the

selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

® Asterisks next to variable names indicate significance levels for statistical tests of differences in impacts across the two gender groups.

Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group

members.

¢Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error

in the Job Corps participation rate.

4The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean

outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*++Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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TABLE F.6

IMPACTS ON KEY CRIME OUTCOMES

FOR FEMALES
Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation?
Percentage Arrested or Charged
with a Delinquency or Criminal
Complaint, by Quarter After
Random Assignment )
1 1.0 2.0 -1.0%** 0.5 <1444 -73.1
24 14 1.4 0.1 14 0.1 74
3* 1.9 2.0 -0.1 2.1 -0.2 -9.0
4 1.5 1.6 -0.1 1.0, -0.1 -11.2
5 1.7 2.1 -0.4 1.5 -0.5 -25.8
6 11 1.9 -0.8%* 0.9 -1.2%% -56.1
7 1.1 1.6 -0.5 1.1 -0.7 -39.2
8* 1.4 1.3 0.1 14 0.1 10.9
9 1.2 23 I b 1.2 -1.6%** -56.5
10* 1.9 2.0 0.0 1.7 -0.1 -3.9
Percentage Arrested or Charged
with a Delinquency or Criminal
Complaint, by Period )
All months** 11.1 134 -2.3%+ 102 -3.3%* -24.3
Months 1 to 12*** 5.1 6.0 -0.9 44 -1.3 -22.5
Months 13 to 24 48 5.6 -0.9 44 -1.2 -21.6
Months 25 to 30 3.0 4.0 -1.0* 29 -1.4* -33.4
Average Number of Times Ever
Arrested 0.2 0.2 <0.1%%* 0.1 <0.1%** -353
All Charges for Which Arrested
(Percentages)
Murder or assault 13 1.9 -0.6 1.5 -0.9 -36.6
Robbery 02 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 -8.4
Burglary* 0.4 0.2 02 0.1 0.3 -206.2
Larceny, vehicle theft, or
other property crimes 28 43 -1.5%% 2.6 =2.1%*> -45.0
Drug law violations 1.1 13 -0.2 0.8 -0.3 -27.6
Other personal crimes 24 2.7 -0.3 2.2 -0.5 -18.6
Other miscellaneous
crimes*** 52 6.3 -1.1 4.7 -1.6 -25.3
Percentage Convicted, Pled
Guilty, or Adjudged Delinquent
During the 30 Months After
Random Assignment* 6.8 89 -2.0** 6.0 -2.9** -32.8
Percentage Made a Deal or
Plea-Bargained*** 28 3.0 -0.1 24 -0.2 -1.3
All Charges for Which
Convicted (Percentages)
Murder or assault** 04 1.0 -0.6** 03 -0.9** -72.8
Robbery 0.1 03 -0.2 0.0 -0.3
Burglary** 02 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.2 -1394
- Larceny, vehicle theft, or
other property crimes 2.0 2.8 -0.8* 19 -1.1* -36.5
Drug law violations 0.9 0.9 0.1 0.6 0.1 14.1
Other personal crimes 1.1 1.5 -0.5 0.9 -0.7 -42.1
Other miscellaneous crimes* 29 38 -0.9* 2.6 -1.4* =347
BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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TABLE F.6 (continued)

Estimated

Estimated Impact  Program Group Percentage

Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Percentage Ever Served in Jail
for Convictions** 3.6 5.0 -1.4** 2.8 L =2.0%* -41.3
Average Weeks in Jail for
Convictions*** 0.5 04 0.1 0.2 0.1 833
Percentage Ever Put on‘ )
Probation or Parole 3.8 5.0 -1.2* 3.0 -1.7* -35.6
Sample Size 3,283 1,665 4,948 2,257

SOURCE:

NOTE:

selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.

All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.
Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the

® Asterisks next to variable names indicate significance levels for statistical tests of differences in impacts across the two gender groups.

®Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group

members.

¢Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate.

4The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean

outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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TABLE F.7

IMPACTS ON KEY CRIME OUTCOMES FOR

MALE RESIDENTIAL DESIGNEES

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program Control per Eligible ° Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Percentage Arrested or Charged
with a Delinquency or Criminal
Complaint, by Quarter After
Random Assignment
1 3.7 53 -1.6*** 2.6 -2.1%* -45.3
2% 4.1 5.6 -1.6*** 3.5 22,1+ -36.7
3* 53 6.9 -1.5%* 4.6 -2.0** -30.2
4 6.3 7.6 -1.3** 57 - -1 =229
5 59 57 0.2 52 0.3 6.8
6 3.7 42 -0.4 34 -0.6 -14.2
7 43 4.6 -0.2 4.5 -0.3 -6.6
8* 48 5.6 -0.8 47 -1.1 -19.2
9 54 5.7 -0.3 52 -04 . -1.5
10* 6.5 79 -1.3*% 6.1 -1.8%* =225
Percentage Arrested or Charged
with a Delinquency or Criminal
Complaint, by Period
All months** 320 38.1 -6.1*** 298 R0 b -213
Months 1 to 12*** 16.2 20.7 -4 5% 13.9 -6.0%** -30.1
Months 13 to 24 16.1 16.8 -0.7 15.2 -0.9 -5.6
Months 25 to 30 11.0 12.4 -1.5* 10.3 -1.9* -15.7
Average Number of Times Ever
Arrested 0.6 0.7 -0.1%** 0.5 -0.1*** -20.1
All Charges for Which Arrested
(Percentages) .
Murder or assault* 47 43 0.4 43 0.5 125
Robbery 24 2.7 -0.3 22 -0.5 -17.0
Burglary* 33 4.0 -0.7 28 -0.9 -24.2
Larceny, vehicle theft, or
other property crimes 82 8.7 -0.5 73 -0.6 -8.0
Drug law violations 7.6 8.9 -1.3* 7.2 -1.8* -19.7
Other personal crimes 5.1 5.7 -0.6 5.1 -0.8 -14.0
Other miscellaneous
crimes* ** 17.3 225 -5.2%%% 154 -6.9%** -30.9
Percentage Convicted, Pled
Guilty, or Adjudged Delinquent
During the 30 Months After
Random Assignment* 242 28.7 -4 5% 227 -6.0%** -20.9
Percentage Made a Deal or
Plea-Bargained** 12.3 15.1 -2.8%%% 11.0 =37 =252
All Charges for Which
Convicted (Percentages)
Murder or assault** 24 2.0 04 2.1 05 333
Robbery 1.7 2.0 -0.4 1.3 -0.5 -26.9
Burglary** 22 29 -0.7* 2.0 -1.0* -31.9
Larceny, vehicle theft, or
other property crimes 59 59 0.0 53 0.0 -0.7
Drug law violations 55 6.1 -0.6 50 -0.7 -12.7
Other personal crimes 3.1 33 -0.2 32 -0.3 93
Other miscellaneous
crimes** 11.9 14.9 -3.0%*> 10.8 -3.9%%* -26.5
BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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TABLE F.7 (continued)

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
_ Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure® Group Group _Applicant” Participants Participant®  Participation?
Percentage Ever Served in Jail
for Convictions* 16.7 204 -3 7% 15.2 -4.9% 4+ -24.3
Average Weeks in Jail for
Convictions*** - 41 52 <114 33 <1.5%4+ -31.1
Percentage Ever Put on .
Probation or Parole 14.2 16.0 -1.8+* 12.9 -2.4%+ -15.5
Sample Size 3,633 2,592 6,225 2,712
SOURCE: = Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.
NOTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview noﬁresponse.

Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the

selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

* Asterisks next to variable names indicate significance levels for statistical tests of differences in impacts across the two groups of residential

designees.

"Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group

members.

°Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of

program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error

in the Job Corps participation rate.

4The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean

outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*+Significantly different from zero at the .‘10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
**sSignificantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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TABLEF.8

IMPACTS ON KEY CRIME OUTCOMES FOR
FEMALE RESIDENTIAL DESIGNEES

Estimated Impact ~ Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program Control . perEligible | Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure® s Group Group Applicant® - Participants - Participant®  Participation®
Percentage Arrested or Charged
with a Delinquency or Criminal
Complaint, by Quarter After
Random Assignment
1 1.2 23 -1l 0.7 -1.5%** -68.8
2%%% 1.7 14 03 1.6 05 - 43.6
3* o 22 21 0.0 . 23 . 0.0 .14,
4 1.7 1.7 0.0 . 0.9 0.0 -1.6
5 - 20 22. . . -02 S 18 0.3 -15.2
6 11 23 ] -1.2%%# .09 -1.6%** -65.5
7 1.2 1.9 -0.7 i2 -0.9 -42.8
8 1.5 1.5 00 1.5 0.0 -2.3
9 1.3 2.6 -1.3%%% . 1.2 -1.9*%** -60.5
10* 22 21 . 0.0 : 1.8 0.1 3.1
Percentage Arrested or Charged
with a Delinquency or Criminal
Complaint, by Period
All months** 124 14.8 -2.4* o -3.3* -22.8
Months 1 to 12*** 58 6.3 -0.5 4.8 -0.7 -13.5
Months 13 to 24 53 6.4 -1.2 4.8 -1.6 . -24.9
Months 25 to 30 ) 34 4.5 -1.1* ‘ 3.0 _-1.6* -34.8
Average Number of Times Ever
Arrested 02 02 -0.1%%* o1 - -0.1%** - -343
All Charges for Which Arrested
(Percentages)
Murder or assault* 1.5 24 -0.9* . 1.6 . -l2* . -433
Robbery 03 03 0.0 0.1 0.0 -7.2
Burglary* 0.5 03 02 02 03 -239.6
Larceny, vehicle theft, or
other property crimes 33 5.1 -1.8%%* 29 -2.5%%* -46.6
Drug law violations 1.2 1.5 -0.3 0.8 -0.5 -35.9
Other personal crimes 2.8 3.0 -0.2 © 25 -0.3 -11.1
Other miscellaneous
crimes*** 58 6.8 -1.1 5.1 -1.5 -22.7
Percentage Convicted, Pled
Guilty, or Adjudged Delinquent
During the 30 Months After
Random Assignment* 7.9 9.8 -1.9* 6.7 -2.6* -28.3
Percentage Made a Deal or
Plea-Bargained* * 3.2 34 -0.3 26 -0.4 -133
All Charges for Which
Convicted (Percentages)
Murder or assault** 0.5 1.2 -0.8** 04 -1.0%* -73.6
Robbery 02 0.4 -0.3 0.0 -0.4
Burglary** 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.2 -153.7
Larceny, vehicle theft, or
other property crimes 23 3.2 -0.9 22 -1.2 -35.8
Drug law violations 1.1 1.0 0.1 0.6 0.1 16.4
Other personal crimes 1.3 1.7 -0.5 1.0 -0.7 -40.3
Other miscellaneous
crimes** 33 4.1 -0.8 29 -1.1 -28.0
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TABLE F.8 (continued)

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage

Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation*
Percentage Ever Served in Jail
for Convictions* 42 55 -1.3* 32 : -1.8* -35.8
Average Weeks in Jail for
Convictions*** 0.5 0.4 0.1 0.2 0.1 70.1
Percentage Ever Put on
Probation or Parole 4.3 5.5 -1.2 3.2 -1.6 -33.6
Sample Size 2,230 1,150 3,380 1,608

SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.

NOTE:

selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

® Asterisks next to variable names indicate significance levels for statistical tests of differences in impacts across the two groups of residential

designees.

All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.
Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the

bEstimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group

members.

Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of

program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate.

4The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean

outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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TABLEF.9

IMPACTS ON KEY CRIME OUTCOMES FOR
.. MALE NONRESIDENTIAL DESIGNEES

o Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated - Percentage
Program Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Percentage Arrested or Charged
with a Delinquency or Criminal
Complaint, by Quarter After
Random Assignment ,
1 3.3 22 1.0 25 15 © 1357
2 3.9 4.7 -0.8 : 40 - 1.1 - =221
3 3.1 3.8 . 0.6 . 3.7 -0.9 -19.6
4 - 6.6 - 54 1.2 C " 6.1 ) 1.7 38.0
5 4.1 .48 -0.7 . 33, -1.0 -234
6 49 23 25 5.5 3.5 180.5
7 4.1 42 -0.1 2.1 -0.2. -8.9
8* 2.5 49 2.3 o250 33 -56.5
9 : 41 32 1.0 ) 5.1 . 1.3 355
10 5.9 7.4 -15 6.6 -2.0 -23.6
Percentage Arrested or Charged
with a Delinquency or Criminal
.Complaint, by Period - : , .o
'All months ' 29.9 29.3 0.5 28.9 08 2.7
Months 1 to 12 15.0 14.7 03 14.5 0.5 3.2
Months 13 to 24, . 13.8 . 143 -0.6 17 - -0.8 . -6.2
Months 25t0 30 92 9.2 0.0 106 0.1 05
Average Number of Times Ever
Arrested ; _ 0.5 04 0.0 04 00 22
All Charges for Which Arrested
(Percentages) )
Murder or assault 3.5 42 -0.7 5.0 -1.0 -17.2,
Robbery 3.1 24 0.8 23 . B B . 91.5
Burglary 33 3.2 0.1 4.0 01 3.2
Larceny, vehicle theft, or
other property crimes 59 4.7 1.2 55 1.6 41.9
Drug law violations 7.4 7.1 0.3 7.7 0.5 6.7
Other personal crimes* 29 6.6 237 2.6 -5.2%% -66.5
Other miscellaneous crimes 17.3 14.9 24 16.4 33 25.5
Percentage Convicted, Pled
Guilty, or Adjudged Delinquent
During the 30 Months After
Random Assignment 227 24.1 -1.4 20.8 -1.9 -8.4
Percentage Made a Deal or
Plea-Bargained 124 13.2 -0.8 9.8 -1.1 -10.1
All Charges for Which
Convicted (Percentages)
Murder or assault 0.6 1.9 -1.3 08 -1.9 -69.6
Robbery 2.0 1.4 0.6 1.1 0.9 539.6
Burglary 21 2.8 -0.7 22 -1.0 -30.0
Larceny, vehicle theft, or
other property crimes 4.5 3.8 0.7 3.7 1.0 345
Drug law violations 5.5 5.5 0.0 4.9 0.0 -09
Other personal crimes 35 4.6 -1.1 34 -1.6 -31.9
Other miscellaneous crimes 11.0 11.4 -04 104 -0.6 -54
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TABLE F.9 (continued)

Estimated Impact ~ Program Group Estimated Percentage

Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation?
Percentage Ever Served in Jail
for Convictions 147 17.6 -2.8 13.1 -4.0 -233
Average Weeks in Jail for
Convictions 29 2.7 02 2.6 0.3 143
Percentage Ever Put on
Probation or Parole 12.7 15.9 -3.2 12.5 -4.6 -26.7
Sample Size 395 219 614 277

SOURCE:

NOTE:

selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

® Asterisks next to variable names indicate significance levels for statistical tests of differences in impacts across the two groups of

nonresidential designees.

®Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group

members.

¢ Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate.

4The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean

outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.

F.20
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TABLE F.10

IMPACTS ON KEY CRIME OUTCOMES FOR
FEMALE NONRESIDENTIAL DESIGNEES

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Percentage Arrested or Charged
with a Delinquency or Criminal
Complaint, by Quarter After
Random Assignment
1 0.4 1.1 -0.7* 0.0 -1.2*
2 0.7 1.5 -0.8 0.8 -1.3 -62.6
3 1.1 1.8 -0.7 1.1 -1.0 -49.8
4 1.1 1.5 -0.3 1.4 -0.5 =279
5 09 1.6 -0.7 0.3 -1.2 -79.4
6 0.9 0.6 0.4 1.1 0.6 128.1
7 0.7 0.6 0.1 0.5 0.2 60.6
8* 1.0 0.5 0.5 1.2 0.8 200.1
9 0.9 1.2 -0.3 1.2 -0.5 -28.8
10 1.1 1.5 -0.3 14 -0.5 -26.5
Percentage Arrested or Charged
with a Delinquency or Criminal
Complaint, by Period
All months 6.9 89 -2.0 6.8 -3.1 -31.6
Months 1to 12 3.0 49 -1.9** 2.9 -3 -51.9
Months 13 to 24 3.2 3.0 0.1 3.0 0.2 8.0
Months 25 to 30 2.0 25 -0.5 24 -0.8 -25.8
Average Number of Times Ever
Arrested 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 -0.1 -40.1
All Charges for Which Arrested
(Percentages)
Murder or assault 0.8 0.5 03 1.2 0.4 58.6
Robbery 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Burglary 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.2
Larceny, vehicle theft, or
other property crimes 1.5 1.9 -0.3 14 -0.5 -27.6
Drug law violations 0.7 0.5 0.2 0.6 03 105.8
Other personal crimes* 1.1 1.9 -0.7 1.1 -1.2 -51.8
Other miscellaneous crimes 34 45 -1.2 33 -1.9 -36.3
Percentage Convicted, Pled
Guilty, or Adjudged Delinquent
During the 30 Months After
Random Assignment 3.7 6.1 -2.4%* 34 -3.9** -53.5
Percentage Made a Deal or
Plea-Bargained 1.8 14 04 1.7 0.6 55.6
All Charges for Which
Convicted (Percentages)
Murder or assault 0.2 04 -0.2 0.2 -0.3 -61.5
Robbery 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Burglary 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.2
Larceny, vehicle theft, or
other property crimes 1.1 1.5 -0.4 0.9 -0.6 -40.6
Drug law violations 0.6 0.5 0.0 0.5 0.0 5.6
Other personal crimes 0.6 0.9 -0.4 0.6 -0.6 -50.1
Other miscellaneous crimes 1.4 2.8 -1.4* 1.4 -2.2* -61.4
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TABLE F.10 (continued)

Estimated Impact

Program Group Estimated Percentage

Program Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure® Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
Percentage Ever Served in Jail
for Convictions 1.8 34 -1.6** 1.4 -2.6** -65.9
Average Weeks in Jail for
Convictions 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 167.0
Percentage Ever Put on
Probation or Parole 2.4 3.5 -1.1 2.4 -1.8 -42.9
Sample Size 1,053 515 1,568 649

SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.

NoOTE:

selection of areas slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

® Asterisks next to variable names indicate significance levels for statistical tests of differences in impacts across the two groups of

nonresidential designees.

*Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group

members.

¢ Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate.

All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse.
Standard errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the

The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean
outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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APPENDIX G

SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES TO CHAPTER VII:
IMPACTS ON TOBACCO, ALCOHOL, AND
ILLEGAL DRUG USE




TABLE G.1

FREQUENCY OF TOBACCO, ALCOHOL, AND ILLEGAL DRUG USE IN THE
30 DAYS PRIOR TO THE 30-MONTH INTERVIEW

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage

Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure Group Group Applicant* Participants Participant®  Participation®
How Often Smoked Cigarettes
Not at all 472 48.0 -0.8 46.8 -1.1 -2.2
Less than once a week 3.1 29 0.2 3.0 0.2 9.1
1 to 2 days per week 29 34 -0.5 29 -0.6 -18.1
3 or more days per week 46.9 458 1.1 473 15 3.2
How Often Consumed
Alcoholic Beverages
Not at all 66.6 66.6 -0.1 66.6 -0.1 -0.2
Less than once a week 17.6 17.3 03 17.1 04 22
1 to 2 days per week 11.0 11.3 -0.2 11.3 -0.3 -2.7
3 or more days per week 48 4.8 0.1 5.0 0.1 14
How Often Used Marijuana or
Hashish
Not at all 91.8 91.6 0.2 914 0.3 0.3
Less than once a week 2.1 . 23 -0.2 22 -0.3 -13.0
1 to 2 days per week 1.8 1.6 0.3 1.9 04 25.1
3 or more days per week 42 4.5 -0.3 44 -0.4 -1.7
How Often Snorted Cocaine
Powder ’ : _
Not at all 99.7 99.7 0.1 99.7 0.1 0.1
Less than once a week 01 - 03 -0.1 0.1 -0.2 -56.6
1 to 2 days per week 0.1 . 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 91.4
3 or more days per week 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 303.6
How Often Smoked Crack
Cocaine or Freebased
Not at all 99.9 99.9 0.0 99.9 0.0 0.0
Less than once a week 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 -54.1
1 to 2 days per week 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -41.8
3 or more days per week 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 113.2
How Often Used Hallucinogenic
Drugs
Not at all 99.4 99.4 0.0 99.3 -0.1 -0.1
Less than once a week 04 04 0.0 0.4 0.0 -8.1
1 to 2 days per week 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 " 173
3 or more days per week 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 -216.6
How Often Used Heroin,
Opium, Methadone, or Downers
Not at all 99.9 99.8 0.1 99.9 0.1 0.1
Less than once a week 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 -0.1 -57.8
1to 2 days per week 00 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 -48.7
3 or more days per week 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -26.0
How Often Used Speed, Uppers,
or Methamphetamines
Not at all 99.5 99.4 0.1 99.4 0.1 0.1
Less than once a week 03 0.5 -0.2 0.4 -0.2 -37.1
1 to 2 days per week 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 224.1
3 or more days per week 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 156.4
Q G3
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TABLE G.1 (continued)

Estimated Impact  Program Group Estimated Percentage
Program  Control per Eligible Job Corps Impact per Gain from
Outcome Measure Group Group Applicant® Participants Participant®  Participation®
How Often Used Other Drugs
Not at all 99.9 99.9 0.0 99.8 -0.1 -0.1
Less than once a week 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 . 49.1
1 to 2 days per week 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 869.7
3 or more days per week 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -17.2
How Often Shot or Injected
Drugs with a Needle or Syringe
Not at all 99.9 99.9 0.0 99.9 0.0 : 0.0
Less than once a week 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -14.8
1 to 2 days per week 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
3 or more days per week 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -12.5
Sample Size _ 7,311 4,476 - 11,787 5,246

SOURCE: Baseline, 12-month, and 30-month follow-up interview data for those who completed 30-month interviews.

NoTE: All estimates were calculated using sample weights to account for the sample and survey designs and interview nonresponse. Standard
errors of the estimates account for design effects due to unequal weighting of the data and clustering caused by the selection of areas
slated for in-person interviewing at baseline.

“Estimated impacts per eligible applicant are measured as the difference between the weighted means for program and control group
members.

Estimated impacts per Job Corps participant are measured as the estimated impacts per eligible applicant divided by the proportion of
program group members who enrolled in Job Corps. Standard errors for these estimates were inflated to account for the estimation error
in the Job Corps participation rate.

°The percentage gain from participation is measured as the estimated impact per participant divided by the difference between the mean
outcome for participants and the estimated impact per participant.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.

o | G4
ERIC | 405

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



L0b 0%

8IS #++L00° »+E£10° 910 vzr Senea-q)

PP 181 6’1 001 €0 81 1T €6 L1- 182 [enuspasd jooyos ysiy ou pey

el’C- 991 *ST- 69 91~ 6’1 9'1- 09 *$9°9- (%Y 4o 1o ewoydip jooyss y3iy pey
JuswudIssy

wopuey 18 JUsWuUreny [euoneInpy

798" s16 81T vy 1€T [anjea-4)

sesl’€" 9Ll 0’1 66 1'0 81 (4! 6 T 9'6C Ua1p[iyd> ou peH

8¢ 061 60 $9 01- L1 £T 143 L9 01¢ uaIp[1yd peH
sojewa § 10}

swudissy wopuey 18 USIP[IYD JO 9UISAI]

144 90¢” Y44 65T »+ 100’ J(anfea-d)
00 6Ll 14! 't €0 Lo 61 9t $6° V'eT Sa[ewa g
6¢ 6v1 9t $'9 91 1A 33 I's - 06 86T SaleN
$92u1S3(] [RIIULPISAIUON
6S1° 9azI (424 #6170 (44% J(anfea-d)
0¢c 861 6°0- oL ¥'0- Tl 01- L9 9P L€t Safewa g
U 691 Ll 911 70 €7 YA 901 8'1- 9ve SoleN
$93uB1S3(] [BHUAPISSY
*0L0’ 6zl 0s" ol V0 *$90° J(3n[ea-d)
9'1- €61 o €9 ¥'0- 11 ¥'0- 6'S A 9'¢T ) Soewa v
+440°6- L91 +8'1 1l 1'0 €7 VT (AN 1'1- (1843 SoleN o)
J9puan
*+49€0° 6L 959° 996’ 6T J(3n[ea-d)
++2:£8° 861 €1 s £'0- 'l 81 194 ++C9- 6'LE 2 0107
0e- 1'81 €0 98 $0- 1T [4 LL 1'¢- 6'8C 61 pue 8]
91- €91 vl (44 €0 07 €1 911 01- [4Y4 L1 pue g
uonestddy je a8y
Quedpnreq  dnoin Juedionrey  dnoip quedionrey  dnoin guedionreq  dnoip quedionreq  dnoip dnos3qng
Jod poedwy  jonuo) Jadwedwy  jonuo) Iad pedwy  jonuo) Jodpedw  [onuo) Jad pedwy  jonuo)
pajewinsy pajewnsy pajewnsy pajeunisy pajewnsy
ey 1004 10 S3nuq preH S3uQg ystysey Jo euenfLep sa3e1aAag 21j040|Y
Iey Pim a3vuaniag 10 ysiyseH/euen(ireiy pIeH pasn) a8ejusorng pas() a8ejusoiag pawnsuo)) adewuaniag
pasq) 23e1us13d
dNoYOHENS A€ ‘SHINOW 21 1V SNLVLS HLTVAH ANV MIIAYALNI HINOW-ZI dHL OL
YONId SAVA 0t FHL NI SHNODLNO dSN ONYA TVOITI ANV TOHODTV ATH NO SLOVINI
7O d14vlL «
_O
&l

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



60F

1551 PA{ILI-0M] “[9A3] 10" S} 18 0IOZ WOLJ JUAIRYIP AJIUBdIUBIS, 4 x
“155] PA[IBI-0M] ]93] SO° U1 & 0IOZ WIOL] JUSIBYIP AUBdHIUSIS, ,
“153] PA[IEI-0M] [3A3] (1 Y} I8 0J3Z WOLJ JUSIAPIP APUedyIudIS,

"SIOPUEIS] S1}108J PUE ‘SUBISY ‘SIAIEN UBNSE[Y ‘SUBIPU] UBdLIaWY sapnjoul dnoid sy,

-dno3qns ay) Jo S[9Aa] ssooe spoedun uresdold ui s30uaIYIP 103 1591 Aj3utol 0 5153) Woy sanfea-d are sain3i ],

'sd107) qof u1 pajjoius oym dnosd wres3oid ayi ug

syueorjdde {qi81s jo uotuodoid sy £q papialp s1aquidw dnoad joxjuos pue ureidoid 103 sueduwr paIYIIom Ay} USIMIDQ DUSISJIP Y} SE painsedw e wredionred ureiSoxd sod spoedunt pajewnsy

.&ocaoc\o__ogﬁuE\Es_ao\:_0.5__ pue .mco.moc_os__m__ hmoc_:auo__nsiﬁwﬁ\&manz\vuo% “you1d Ispmod sures0d spnjout s3nip preH.

‘auifaseq je Suimatalaiul uosiad-us J0j Pajefs Seare JO UonIdYSSs Y} Aq pasned Sutig)snjd pue e1ep wﬁ 30 SunySiam fenbaun 03 anp s3xy2

udisop ...o.w,:_so.oom S3JBWIISD 2SI JO SIOLS Prepue)§ ‘asuodsaiuou maIAIaIUL pue suisap A3ains pue ajdures ays 10§ Junodde 0} syStom adures Suisn paje[nojed 31oMm SABWINSI [V J1I0N
“SMOIAISIUI IUOW-Q§ P313jdWod OYm 350Y) J0J BIEP MItAISIUL dn-mO[[0] YIUOW-QE PUB YIUOW-Z| pue ‘Suljaseq HDUNOS
9v8° +L80 Nm.N. 2050 E v . . © s(3n[eA-d)
»028C L'Ll (4] 14 €0 81 0 L8 bt et (1Z 15ye) 56/1/¢ 12ye i0uQ
ve- 0'81 TVRY 98 Lo, 81 YT 4 L'L (A 6'6T (1Z »10529) 56/1/€ 01 Jond
sao1jod sdi0)
qof maN Yy pue aje( uonedijddy sdio) qof
LET (A4 LLS 933 994 : [3n[ea-d)
T £'81 189 16 0t 1T 194 08 €9- 6'8C . pRY0
1'o- 861 €1 €8 10~ 0t Lo- 9L 19 g1t oluedstH
#+28'E" €Ll 91 98 (A S0 +6'l €8 (e [ 54 oruedstH-uou LELIL:
#24£°9- 861 0 601 90" 8t 90 96 . A 9'9¢ siuredsiH-uou M
] o .. . ) ;o Aoy pue soey
18T wsL #+9¥0’ 9t 1203 (anfea-d)
£t Ll 0¢ el I'e- (4 9 o1 60 ¥'9¢ SSWLID SNOLIDS JOJ PAISALIL-ISAY .
96" 861 $'0- oSl #1C 6’1 S0 1'¥1 £'e- 1'8¢ A[uO S3WLID SNOLISSUOU JOJ P3ISILIE 19AY
sanlb € (A 01 L ¥o- Sl €1 69 ++8°C LT pajsalLie JOASN
P .- - . uswusissy wopuey 1e A10IsiH 1591y
Juedonrey  dnoip Juedionrey  dnoip Quedionrey  dnoip JQuedonreg  dnoip JQuedonrey  dnoip 3 dnoi8qng
Jod yoedw]  [onuo) sod 1oedwy  jonuo) Jod oedwy  jonuo)d Jodypedwy  jonuo) Jod oedw  jonuo) .
pajewnsy . parewnsy pajewnsy payewnsy pajewnsy N
yijeaH 1ood 1o S3uqg preH SSug ysiysey Jo euenfirejy mom.m._?om o1OYoo[Y
e yum 98euadisd Jo ysiyseH/euen(iepy pIeH pas() 29e1ua01ad pasn a3e1uao1a4 pauinsuo)) afejuasiad
pasn) a8ejuad1dg

(panunuod) T 414V.L

80V

G.6.

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



1087

S06° 601" #+C10’ (474 1444 J(3nfea-d)
(0 9Ll €0 S6 £0 L1 10~ £6 60 £Te [enuapals [ooyos y3iy ou pey
(A4 0°SI +CC 9 TN o 81 8’1~ 9s 9T bLE @ago 1o ewoydip jooyds Y31y peH
: Juswugissy
wopueyf e JusWueY [RUolEINpy
1218 8EY’ soT S8¢ [4:3% . J(anjea-g)
<l 6'S1 01 66 10 8'l (A8 6 YA 96T uaIp{iyd ou peH
*2SC" 0'1e Y- Ls ol- L1 Ll- 143 ve 9'0¢ ualp[iyd peH
: : . sajewdJ 10§
JUSWUSISSY WopuUeY 18 UIPNIYD) JO 39UasAd
88" $46€0° [4%A «090° - ¥O1° ’ s(anjea-4)
€0 1'81 S0 81T €0 Lo 60 14 0t 8'€T” Sajewdj
8t L't “ealL oy 91 LA »sl9 ot L9 Tte - SOl
S : . . o $20u31s3(] [eIUSPISAIUON
16T 144 - L6t -F1y (4’74 : [onfea-g) -
Tl E61 Ll $9 yo XA s'1- 6'S 91- 09T sapBwag
seab € LSl 70 vl (4] (A4 €0~ cll v 1’6t i e
. . : . s20uB1saq fenuspissy
86T oLy ’ 1sy. 19¢ sor ] " J(onfea-d)
60 0’61 [4 L 9°¢ o 'l o1 I's I A §'st Safews g
*036°C $el L0 801 10 (44 (4] 901 81 L'8¢ " SN
. Jopuan
Cler : 691 oL - SE1T 8ee” C J(onfea-4)
sael’Se 1'81 YA 9 (4 1’1 REYA 09 0¢ €LE - yco0t
60 €91 80 - TL yo 0 S0 89 80 6ve 61 pue 8|
60 L91 S0 911 €0 0T 0 <l LA 9'6¢ Ll pueg]
: uonestddy ie a3y
Juedionrey  dnoin Juedionred  dnoip Juedipnreq  dnoip Juedionregy  dnoin Juedodnred  dnoin dnoi3qgng
Jad oedwy Jonuo) Jadoedwy  jonuo) Jad poedwy  jonuo) Jadoedwy  jonuo) Jod poedw);  jonuo)
parewmnsyg pajewnsy parewnsy parewnsy pajewnsy -
yljesy 100 1o S3muug preH S8uqg ysiyseH Jo euenfiep sa3eIioaag o1joyooy
areJ yim a8wusosd 1o ysiyseH euen(irejy pIeH pasn) a8e1uadiag pasq) a8ejuao1og pawnsuo)) a8ejuaniog

pasn) a8euadiag

dNOYDENS Ad ‘SHINOW 0f LV SNLVLS HLTVEH ANV MIIAYALNI :&ZOE.Qm dHL Ol
YONdd SAVA 0f FHL NI SHNODLNO 38N DNEA TYDITTI ANV TOHODTV AN NO SLOVANI

€0 d149vL

G.7

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



eTh

.umuavo__s-okﬁ_?o__o.oﬁﬁo._onanEo._ob_vbgcao_.::w_m..:.)..‘ .ﬂ v
“1S3) PaIEI-0M] “[9A3] GO° Y} JE 0I3Z WOLJ JUSISYIP APUedliusiS, . C
153 Pa|Ie1-0M] ‘|9AS] O1° oY) 18 0J9Z W0} JudIayip Apueoytudis,

"SIOpUR[S] J1J1984 PUE ‘SUBISY ‘SOALEN URHSE]Y ‘SUBIpU] ueouawy sapnjdul dnoid siyj,

-dnoiSqns sy Jo s[aA3| sso1oe spoedun uresSoid ur s35usIIp 10] 159) Apurof 03 53593 Woy sanjea-d are sam3iq,

-sd107) qof ut pajjous oym dnoi3 uresdoid sy ug

sjueorjdde 21qi81a Jo uoruodord oy £4q papialp siaquidw dnoid [onuos pue uresSoxd 10§ sUESW PaYSIAM Y} UIIMIIQ DUIIYIP Y] SE paINseaul ore redionred uresSoid sad sjedun pajewnsy

‘s1sumop/suopeyiow wnidosutesay pue ‘susourdnjjey ‘sounurepaydureyausiaddnypaads “joeso ‘Japmod sures00 spnjout s3np preH.

‘aurjaseq e SUIMOIAISIUI U0SIad-Ul JOJ POJE]S SEAIE JO UONDIS Jy) AQ pasnea Sunisnd pue exep i Jo FunyFiom jenbaun 03 anp $}3Y2

uS1Sop 10J JUNOOOE SNBSS IS3Y] JO SIOLD PIEPURIS ISUOASIIUOU MIIAINUI pUB suSisap £oasns pue spdures oy 10 Junodoe 03 SyFrom sjdures Suisn PATRINOTED UM SIABWINSI ||V :ALON
“SMIAIOUI YIuow-(¢ pa13;dWod oYM 2SOY) 10] BIEp M3IAISUL dN-MO[[0] YIUOW-(E PUB YIUOW-Z] pUe ‘Suljaseq :30¥NOS
LIS ++2L00 19C P00 69 o(anfea-d)
b’ €Ll Tl 76 €0 L1 vi- 06 o 6t (LZ 12y®) S6/1/¢ 1oye Jo U0
ol1- 1Y »al'€ 89 Lo L1 9t 9 [ e (1Z 210329} $6/1/€ 01 Jond
sanjod sdio)
qof maN Y pue e uoneorjddy sdio) qof
£0¢” 109° 1L§° 1729 889" J(an[ea-d) m
LAY y'61 cl- 011 0¢ 0?¢ ' L0l 8T 9°s¢ #AW0
€0 961 ¥o 99 1'0- 6’1 00 9 81 YA oredsiy
18 1'91 90 $'8 (A S0 $0 8 ol1- 76T otuedstH-uou yoe|g
8 9'81 91~ 86 90~ Lt 91 0’6 LA o1y stuedsiH-uou aym
Apiugig pue s0ey
16§° (474 »sSY0’ LeS +290° fonfea-g)
€1 Ll 1’9 1’01 Le 6v oy 101 14 ] 8°0¢ SOUWLD SNOLIIS J0J PIjSsaLIe 1A
*6'¢- 9Ll 00 6'Cl 0T 81 0 L&A «£6 6'LE AJuo soWLD SNOLIASUOU 10 PAISILIR JOAT
cl- €91 90- y'L v'o- LAl 0 I'L I 8'I€ P2ISOLIB JOAIN
JuswuSissy wopuey . AI0ISIH 1SaUY
Juedionreq  dnoip . quedionreg  dnoip Juedionred  dnoip Jquedonrey  dnoip &Sa_o_w.am dnoin dnoi3qng
adpedwy  jonuo) Jodpedwy  jonuo) Jod pedwy  jonuo) Jad yoedwy  onU0D Jod poedwy  jonuo)
pajewnsy pajeumsy pajewnsy parewmnsy pareunsy
yi[eaH 1004 1o S8uqg preH S3nug ysiyseyj Jo euenfirejy sa8eraaag o1j040o]Y
Ire] Pim 98eiua01ag 10 ysiyseH/euenfirej\ PIeH pas() 98eusodgd pas() 28eusoiad pawnsuo)) a8ejusoiag
pasn) 28uiu2015g
{pamunuod) €D A1AV L
_LJ
\ —

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



APPENDIX H

SUP}P]LIEMIENTARY TABLES TO CHAPTER VII:
IMPACTS ON FAMILY FORMATION AND MOBILITY




ST
1P v

666 . %690 (444 €8L so6l° q(ongea-d)
L't i 9’1 9°¢ €e- LSl 1’0 Los L'e LTt S3WILID SNOLIIS J0J PaIsalie 1oAY
Kjuo

9T v'eL AN SL 90 1l Ll LS vy 6'9¢ S9WLID SNOLISSUOU 10] P3ISALIR IOAY

»*9°C". SyL €0 6'¢ *0'C el I'ec- I'vL 90 0ve pajsalie JoAIN
JuswuSIssy wopury 18 AI0ISTH 1Sy

128 I8 85T’ 867 o «(3nfea-4)

PTYA €Sl . 80 09 Lo (4| 90 0’99 80 LSt |enuspao [0oyds ysSiy ou pey

I't- 8'0L 9'0- €6 (% 6°¢l1 vy 1'9L vl 0'CC 4o 1o ewoydip jooyss yS1y pey
JuawugIssy

wopuey je JUIWUIRYY [BUCHEINDH

799 yo€ $89° 174 «+00° q(anea-d)
Sv- 798 . 6t s¢l 0c sy e §°S6 0t ove SUI[aSEq 18 UAIPJILYD Yim So[eta ]
I'L- ¥'e8 61- ¥'6 £ 61 6'f 0's6 x4+ 61" §°LE  OSUI3SEq I8 UIPJIYD JNOYNM SajRta |
1'0- véL 09 sol 80 €9 8T 6ty Le §'ee SAlEN
s93uisa( [e1IUIPISAIUON
808 ele SL6 99’ +060° onea-4)
1'0- S'EL 9 14! 6T £'€e S 608 §6 £pe Suljaseq je UAIP[IYd Yilm Sojews]
ye- ST 1o [ Y €1 I'vl 60 656 €T 962 Jul[aseq Je UAIP[IYd INOYIIM SI[ewd] on
«9'¢" 6L LY b §'S sl 9L £ 1413 81 661 Sofe N as
sasudisa(q [enuapisay
1433 39A LET 638 £56° o(anea-q)
0t~ L'yL s'l1- 9t YL 4 8Ll 9°0- ¥'L9 o 0ce $2 007
T SEL I'i- V'L Tl- 0'S1 0T 0'1L Lo 'Lt 61 pue g|
I'1- 9L €0- 9T (A 76 ¥0 1'L9 €0- 9T Ll pueg|
uonesiddy 1e a8y
Jueddnreg dnoip Juedpnreg dnoin Jueddnred dnoin Juedpnreg dnoin Jueddnrey  dnoin dnoi3qng
12d yoeduy jonuo) pdpedwy  jonuo) 1od joeduig jonuo) 1od 10eduig jonuo) Jod oedwy  [onuo)
parewnsg parewnsy palewIsy parewnsy pajewnsy
SO 0 pue uonesiddy SqIuoN SYIUON 0€ 38 NPV ON SIUO 0 18 UIpIIYD) uIpiys
wreidoid 1. 12U10 0€ 18 (paurewun) yum Suiaig a8ejusoing JIRYL [V Yim Suitarg MaN peH a8eiusoing
yord JO S 01 Uy M 10 paLLIRIN) Jouue] © sjuaIed Jo a8ejuadiag
s9p0)) di7 yim 28ejuaniad qim Suiary a8vuaniag
dnoyondns Ad
‘STNO0DLNO ALITIHOW ANV ‘SALVLS TVLRIVIA "“INFWIDNYIIY DNIAIT ‘ALITLLYTA AT NO S1OVINI
I'HATdvL «
_O
&l

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



87

‘autjaseq 12 SuImMaIAIoI] uOSIod-Ul 10J PITe[S SEaI JO UOHI3|SS ) AQ pasned FuLdIsn(d pue Biep 3y Jo SunySiam fenboun 03 anp
$190135 uSIS3p 10 JUNOOIE SIBWIISI IS JO SIOLIS PIrEPURIS “aSUOSAIUOU MOIAIAIUT PUE SUTISIP Kaains pue ajdures o1y 10J Junodoe 03 siySiom s[dures uisn pajeInofes aiom SABWNSI [V HION

F18V1IVAY AdOO 1539

-dno13qns 51} Jo s[2A3] ssotoe syoeduw weaoud ut S3OUIIAYJIP 10] 153) Aputof 0} 51531 wouy sanjea-d are saingi g,

*SISPUR[S] OY10BJ PUR ‘SUBISY ‘SOANEN UBNSE]Y ‘SUBIpU] UBdLISWY S3pNoul dnois3 siyJ ,

*1S3] Pa{IE1-0M] “[9A3] [ (" Y} I8 0JOZ WO JUIIOPIP APUBILIUBIS 4 4
*1S3) PAJIRI-0M] [9AD} GO’ OY) 18 0J5Z WO JUIIIIP APUBIYIUBIS, ,
153} PafIe1-0M] “[3A3] O1° 24} 18 0JOZ WoJJ AP AueoyIudiS,

-sd107) qog ut pafjoius oym dnoss wesoad sy ul
sjueorjdde 31qi81}2 Jo uorodoid oY) AQ PAPIAIP SISqUISW dnoug jonuos pue wesSosd 10) suesw paIYSIam Y} UIIMISQ IDUIBYIP SY) SE PANSEIW e juedionred urei3oad sod spedun pajewnsy,

L1

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 2000 -- 466 - 131 / 20204

“SMOIAIANUT YIUOW-OE PA19]dWOod Oym 3S0Y) J0J BIEP MOIAISIUIL dN-MO[[0) YIUOW-OE PUB YIUOW-Z | pUe ‘duljoseq 3DUNOS

olr ove L86 1¢L- *1L0° en[eA-d) <
VT (1R 72 ¥0- L9 4 1'¢l Tl $'69 Lo v've (1Z 10ye) 56/1/¢ 1oye 10 UO o
wxel’L” 1'sL 61 L Tl (47! S0 619 * P 09¢ (1Z 210339) 56/1/€ 01 Joud
sad1104 sd10D) qof maN
ayy pue ajeq uonesijddy sdio) qof
SLE voL 85T’ Lys LS8 o(onea-d) -
'L 8'89 1'e- 4] 0T ¥'6 L S9L | (1) 14 AP0
+2§C" 8°9L 1'0 €6 $'T L8 S'1- 9'tL $0- 09z owedsiy !
1 808 9°0- (47 +£C 9°¢1 S'1- $'99° 0 09z oluedstH-uou yoeg
6¢ €79 60 06 60 L'tl €y <99 L1- 81T sluedsiH-uou aMMYyM
Lpuyyg pue aoey
queddnred dnoin) qQuednred dnoin quedonred dnouin) quedioried dnoin Jquedpneg  dnoip dnoJ3qng
Jad yordwy [onuo) Jad jordwiy [onuo) Jad jordwif [onuo) Jod yoeduif [onuo) Jad joedwp  [onUO)
pareumnsy parewnsg parewnsy pajewsy parewsy
SyIuO g pue uonestddy SYIUON[ SHIUO O€ 18 3[NPpY ON SYIUOW O € 18 UIP[IYD ua1piiyd
ureso1d 1€ JYIO 0€ 18 (paLrewun) s Suiarg a8eusoiog 1YL IV Wim Suiary M3N peH 38e1usoiad
yoey JO ST O Ui 10 palLEN) JouLed B siuared Jo a8ejusoiad
sapo)) diz ynm aSejusoisg yim Juiarg a8e1uasiag
(panunuo) 1'H 414V 1
_LJ
&l

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



U.S. Department of Labor
Employment and Training Administratiqn |

200 Constitution Avenue
Washington, D.C. 20210

Official Business
Penalty for Private Use, $300

Presorfed Standard

Postage and Fees Paid- -
U.S. Department of Labor
Permit No. G-755

sesT COPY AVA

&)

ILABLE




U.S. Department of Education E n I c
Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI)

National Library of Education (NLE)
Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC)

NOTICE

REPRODUCTION BASIS

— D This document is covered by a signed “Reproduction Release

(Blanket) form (on file within the ERIC system), encompassing all
or classes of documents from its source organization and, therefore,
does not require a “Specific Document” Release form.

This document is Federally-funded, or carries its own permission to
reproduce, or is otherwise in the public domain and, therefore, may
be reproduced by ERIC without a signed Reproduction Release form
(either “Specific Document” or “Blanket”).

EFF-089 (9/97)




